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FOREWORD

The centrality to Buddhist thought of the theory of dharmas or phenomenological
units and the primary role assigned in this philosophy to consciousness have long
been recognized. In the canonical Dhammapada (verse 1) and Dharmapada (verse
1/xiii.3) and in the Udanavarga (xxxi.23) in fact it is stated that dharmas/dhammas
are dependent on mind, mind is their chief and they are mind-made

mano pubbarigama dhamma manosettha manomaya

(or, according, to a widely attested variant, they are fleet as mind, manojava).
The Buddhist scholasticism of the AbhidhammalAbhidharma, which is largely
devoted to the investigation of the factors termed ‘dharmas’, has therefore attrac--
ted the attention of many scholars for more than a century; but their studies have
not seldom encountered serious difficulties owing to a lack of philosophical pene-
tration and method. Recently, despite the problems thus encountered, a revival
of interest has been taking place in the literature of the Abhidharma. With only
a few notable exceptions, however, scholars in the West have tended lately to
neglect the Pali Abhidhamma of the Theravada, a school which has not only preser-
ved ancient canonical texts of this division of Buddhist scripture but has also
produced on its own account some very significant works on the subject.

The author of this book approaches his study of the Dhammasarigani, the first
book of the canonical Pali Abhidhamma, and of a number of related Pali, Sanskrit
and Tibetan texts both as a phenomenologist philosopher and semiotician and as
an historian of Indian and Buddhist thought. Alexander Piatigorsky indeed already
brought this exceptional combination of qualifications to bear on this subject in an
article entitled ‘An introduction to Abhidhammic psychology’ published in Tartu
University’s Trudy po znakovym sistemam, vol. 6, in 1973, This essay has since been
followed by several studies, also in English, on semiotics, general as well as.
Buddhist, while an earlier version of some parts of the present book have appeared
in Italian in the review Conoscenza religiosa, 4 (1978), 1-2 (1979), and 1 (1980)..

In this volume Dr. Piatigorsky employs methods derived from phenomenological
analysis and semiotics to gain an understanding of the dharma-theory and the con~
cept of mind free from what might be called the psychologism that has in the past
sometimes superimposed an alien and unsuitable construction on Buddhist thought..

In the Theoretical Introduction the author introduces his readers to the idea
of ‘dharmas’ as ‘states of consciousness’ which are selfless (anarta) in the sense
that they are devoid of a thinking subject as their (quasi-objective) counterpart or
as their (subjective) constructor or fabricator. A dharma is to be apprehended
phenomenologically. The dharma-theory is not reducible to ontological or epis-
temological idealism; and our attention is directed to the risks inherent in any
psychological reduction. The term ‘meta-psychology’ is, then, introduced by the
author, who also considers problems concerning the meta-theory and meta-
language needed for the comparative philosophical study of the dharma-theory.
Special attention is given here to the notion of the ‘rise of thought’ (ciztuppada)
in the Dhammasargani.
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X FOREWORD

The author singles out for special attention three standpoints in Buddhist
thought, the ‘sattvic’ line concerned with the sattafsattva ‘sentient being’, the
“mentalist’ line, and the ‘dharmic’ line. ’

The notion of sentient being is examined in Essay 2 on the basis of the Pali
.Sutta-Nipata, and the resources of semiotics and hermeneutics are applied to the
problems of subjectivity and consciousness. The author also considers here the
“de-absolutization of man’ and the ‘de-anthropologization of consciousness’.
Here a key concept is ‘re-ontologization’, a metaterm he uses ‘to denote the di-
rection or the chief tendency regulating the change in the Buddhist understanding
-of thought’ and an inherent condition for philosophizing (2.0). With respect to
Brahmanical ontology, it is observed that Buddhism neverregarded it as something
ito be denied or refuted but rather simply dismissed it as theoretically incomprehen-
sible and empirically undiscoverable.

Essay 3 is devoted to the ‘mentalist line’ in Buddhist philosophy and to the
question of a meta-philosophical concept—as opposed to an object-concept—in
terms of which thought (citta) and mind (manas) may be interpreted. The author
here writes: ‘I simply do not know of a concept by means of which it [i. e., think-
ing] could be interpreted... Thinking which is ascribed to a sentient being is
broader as a concept than any meta-concept which can be thought of or invented’
(3.0).

Essay 4 provides a preamble to the topic of the ‘rise of thought’. And the signi-
ficance of the individual (puggala), to whom thought is attributed, is here investi-
-gated according to the Abhidhammic scheme of occurrences (samaya). Rather
than being a subject in the usual sense, the puggala is ‘objective’ since it is thought
(rather than an individual subject) that thinks: the thinker is in a sense not only
.desubjectivized but also ‘depsychologized’.

Essay 5 takes up in detail the above-mentioned ‘rising of thought’ according
to the Dhammasarngani, with special reference to its scheme of 234 samayas.
Eight segments are identified and tabulated with regard to the 83 ‘states of con-
sciousness’ (dhamma); and the 26 sets of dhammas are enumerated in detail.
‘This elaborate ‘positional semantics’ (5.1; 5.7.4) of dhammas—which may be
‘homonymous, synonymous and isotopic—is characteristic of the Abhidhamma
-of the Pali school especially. And the emphasis being on what he terms ‘achronic
-configuration’, the author introduces here the concept of topological space.

After having thus investigated the concepts of ‘state of consciousness’ and
“consciousness’ itself with special reference to the Pali sources, the author turns
in Essay 6 to a general discussion of the dharma-theory and of some of its Western
anterpretations from the time of Eugéne Burnouf to the present.

In this rich and dense study the reader will find both interesting comparisons
and thought-provoking contrasts with modern Western thought. He will also
find here a pioneering application of some ideas of contemporary phenomenologi-
«cal philosophy and semiotics to the study of classical Indian thought. Phenome-
nology and semiotics as well as Indology should gain much from this confrontation
and cross-f rtilization of ideas and mz=thods which will help to guard against the
stultifying inroads of compartmentalization and cultural parochialism.

D. SEYFORT RUEGG



PRELIMINARY TECHNICAL REMARKS

1. In order not to increase the number of marks and notations ad infinitum,
the Pali and Sanskrit words are not marked, so that a reader would learn from
the context which term is a Sanskrit and which a Pali one. So, instead of ‘trance
{(Pali jhana, Skr. dhyana)’, we have ‘trance (jhana, dhyana)’.

2. The use of a term, either in Pali or in Sanskrit, would depend on the cha-
racter of a respective text or, even, a context in which this term figures. So, I use
the Pali term jhana when speaking about four or five trances in the text of Dham-
masangani, or in the context of the Abhidhamma on the whole. But I use the
Sanskrit term dhyana when speaking about trances as mentioned in Abhidharma-
kosa, or referring to the context of the Abhidharma on the whole.

3. In a more general case, when I deal with a word taken as a Buddhist term,
a Sanskrit equivalent is used in preference to a Pali one. So, speaking of ‘trance’
in general, I use dhyana, not jhana, and dharma not dhamma.

4. When English derivatives are used, preference is given to Sanskrit terms too.
So, I use dhyanic (in the sense ‘trancic’ ‘belonging to trance’), not jhanic. At the
same time, when necessary, the derivatives from Pali can also be used, particularly
when in a certain juxtaposition to a respective Sanskrit term. So, the term abhid-
hammic (‘belonging to the Abhidhamma’) is used side by side with abhidharmic
(‘belonging to the Abhidharma”).

5. In order to minimize the number (yet all the same, immense) of italicized
words, italics have been retained only where special (technical) terms are used in
the singular form. Frequently recurring names of texts and persons are translite-
rated without italics and diacritical marks, likewise those in plural form, as de-
rivatives, or in combination with other words.

6. Sanskrit and Pali words figure with their grammatical endings (and samdhi)
only when taken in and together with, their context. So, we have cittam kusalam
(‘wholesome thought’), but citta (‘thought’), etc.

7. All these rules do not apply to quotations in notes and references, where
the terms are given as they arise in the original text (including all derivations
from adopted systems of transliteration). So, instead of manas (‘mind’) we have
mano when referring to the article of Rune Johansson, etc.
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

General, Special and Technical Terms

(A) wholesome (kusala) states of consciousness (dhammas).
(B) unwholesome (akusala) states of consciousness (dhammas).
C. composition of the content of thought.

(C) indeterminate (abydkata) states of consciousness (dhammas).
D. set of dharmas.

A dharma.

MS mental state.

MV mental variable.

n. number of reference.

No. number of case (or occurrence); any other number.

O. object of thought

S.  sphere (or plane) of thought

T. nomenclature of thought.

TV. trancic variable

Titles of Sources

Abhs. Anuruddha’s Abhidharmartha Sangraha.
As. Atthasalini.

Dhp. Dhammapada.

Dhp. C.  Dhammapada (Commentary ).

Dhp. CT. Buddhist Legends.

Dhs. Dhammasarigani.

Dhs. tr.  Dhammasangani (translation).

Dhs. fr.  Dhammasangani (the French translation).
SN Sutta-Nipata.

SNC Sutta-Nipata (Commentary).
SNT Sutta-Nipata (translation).
Thera and

Theri  Thera-and-Theri-Gatha (the Pali text).
Thera tr. Thera-Gatha (translation).
Theri tr. Theri-Gatha (translation).



1. A THEORETICAL INTRODUCTION

Some speculative considerations upon speculation Buddhist and
non-Buddhist

1.0. The task upon which I embarked in writing the essays collected in
this book was not that of an indologist. For, however exiguous my competence
in the realm of Indian philology (is it not one of Nietzsche’s ‘cheerful sciences’?!)
might be, it would not have turned to my advantage here. This is a work of phi-
losophical understanding, not of philology.

Furthermore, I have not tried to pursue an objective as an historian of phi-
losophy, though some elements of an historical approach are applied now and
then. Very often I do not dare to place in a chronological or, indeed, even in a
temporal order the ideas or meanings given, as it were, simultaneously, that is,
in the context of one text or group of texts.

And least of all am I inclined to connect the ideas or meanings in question
causally with a social, political, or economic background, or indeed, to put them
into the context of such a background, for our knowledge of this historical di-
mension leaves much more to be desired than our knowledge of meanings and
ideas themselves. So, any historical sequences become relevant here only in so far
as they reflect the changes in philosophical apperception (see the beginning of
Essay 3).

I try here only to understand the Buddhist theory of thought and consciousness
as an actual and presently relevant example of philosophical thinking on think-
ing.

1.1. In these essays I have tried, using some facts taken from certain
Buddhist texts, to construe some aspects of a Buddhist theory of thought-and-
consciousness. But first it is necessary to stipulate how these terms—‘fact’ and
‘theory"—will be used here. We must bear in mind theat Ieast twofold meaning
of ‘fact’. On the one hand, we call ‘a fact’ such a thing, as the principle of ‘self-
lessness’ (anatta): hence, we can state that ‘there is “no-self” in the Buddhist
theory of consciousness’. And this statement would be factual to the point where
the meaning of a ‘fact’ coincides, practically, with that of ‘a text’. Likewise, we
may call a fact the statement that ‘the notion of “thought” is almost the synonym
of “consciousness” in the Buddhist theory of consciousness’, for in more than one
Abhidhammic text they either substitute or are explained in terms of one another.
On the other hand, when we state that ‘Nirvana is a state of consciousness’ (and
terminologically it is so, in so far as Nirvana is one of the listed dharmas, i. e.,
“states of consciousness’), this statement, however factual it might sound is, in
fact, an interpretation of a fact rather than a fact itself. The fact itself here is that
Nirvana is an asamskrta dharma, that each dharma is, in one way or the other,
related to consciousness, and that of all dharmas the asamskrta dharmas are
related to consciousness in the most complicated and the least comprehensible
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2 BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY OF THOUGHT

manner. And, of course, given that the rendering of dharma as ‘a state of conscious-
ness’ is an interpretation more than a translation, and that, though an asamskrta
dharma, Nirvana is not consciousness (or thought), we must admit that in such
a statement as ‘Nirvana is a state of consciousness’, what we deal with is not a
‘textual’, but rather an ‘interpretational’ kind of factuality. It is very difficult,
indeed, to remain always aware of these two sorts or levels of facts, yet without
such discernment a methodological bias is inevitable (see Essay 6.3.2-3).

1.2.1. The application of the term ‘theory’ here is even more complicated
and methodologically disputable. Setting aside all putative meanings of this term
as well as all its modern, purely scientific and positivist implications I espouse a
merely phenomenological approach to ‘a theory’. Therefore, when I contend that
the Buddhist Masters of old had (or may have had) a theory of consciousness,
I mean first of all their awareness of the phenomenal character of their own mental
activity directed to consciousness as the object of this activity This contention
Iregard as the core and starting point of a phenomenological approach which
could be characterized in the following way : despite my cognizing the mental
activity as mental, i. e., connected with the ‘naturally given’ psychological mecha-
nisms and modalities, and despite my perceiving the awareness as, though in-
directly (i. e., through mental activity), related to these same mechanisms and
modalities, I think of them both as already ‘processed’ through consciousness and,
thereafter, got rid of all psychological characteristics and changed into phenom-
ena of consciousness.

The very form and character of the Abhidhammic texts clearly suggests that
their exponents were fully aware that what they were dealing with was not a fact
of consciousness itself, but the fact of their awareness of consciousness or, more
rigorously, the fact of one’s being conscious of consciousness. It was this latter
fact that, as Abhidhammic theoretical thinking progressed, became the focus
and cornerstone of the Buddhist theory of consciousness, thought and mentality,
no matter what coeval or later differences and controversies between schools,,
groups and persons occurred. The triple, non-binary character of the composition
of this ‘fact’ (i. e., ‘awareness’, ‘mental activity’, ‘consciousness’) was so obvious
that no epistemological conclusions could be drawn from it until the middle of the
first millennium A.D. And indeed, as a theory of knowledge or apperception
(samjria), Buddhist epistemology had to wait for an opportunity to find its founda-
tions, not in a theory of consciousness or in a theory of dharmas, but in a theory
of means or instruments of logically organized intellectual experience.

The awareness of the exponents of Abhidhamma of their own consciousness
was analysed and classified by them in the sense and in terms of ‘consciousness
as object’. That in turn implies that not only were they ‘theorizing’ in the sense
in which I understand the term and meaning of ‘theory’, but also that they knew
that they were theorizing, and knew why and how. So, I further contend that their
theory of consciousness was not only ‘objectively’ theoretical, but also ‘subjectively”
conceived of as a theory. And that is why these two aspects of the term ‘theory”
ought to be understood as strictly separated from, if not often quite unconnected
with, one another.2 This strange dual character of Buddhist theory of conscious-
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ness may from its very birth have prevented it from becoming a psychological
theory as it has so often and so mistakenly been called. For, any ‘normal’(!)
psychological science would unavoidably proclaim itself as either purely objec-
tivist, or mostly intuitivist, throwing aside any possibility of a ‘methodological
combination’ of these as two separate aspects of one and the same theoretical
understanding.

1.2.2. The discoveries made by the early Buddhist Teachers (fifth—third
centuries B.C.) in the realm of thought are extraordinary. When I say ‘realm of”
thought’, I do not mean that they found out or founded some new methodology
of investigation and applied it to their own or to others’ thinking understood as.
the object of such an investigation. Quite the contrary, for,in my opinion, it was
the thing itself that predetermined their theoretical understanding and induced
the type and character of their methodology. What was thought of or meditated
upon was far more important than how something was thought of or meditated.
upon. The object of thinking prevailed over modes of thinking. So I would assert
that thinking about ‘Self” (atta, atman) must be ‘methodologically’ different from
thinking about ‘Absence of Self’ (anatta), or from thinking about thought (citta)..
and so on.

This dependence of ‘how’ on ‘what’ in Buddhist philosophizing leads to the
second idea—that the various and different events taking place within one and:
the same ‘field of thinking’ might not have necessarily figured there as deduced
from, reduced to, or causally linked with, one another. They might have been
present to the thought of the investigator as isolated occurrences or series of
occurrences, each of which may be treated as if it were a separate postulate (see
Essays 4 and 5). It does not necessarily follow from this that there can be no causal
linkages there, but that a causal connection is no more than ore of several pos--
sible postulates.

[1.2.3. The last question, it seems to me, is connected in Buddhism (as in’

some other Indian philosophies) with the unspoken idea of a quasi-logical subject

containing in itself its own mode or manner of predication. For example, if looked

at from an Aristotelian point of view, the ‘principle’ or ‘mark’ (laksana) of anatta:
might be formulated in predication: ‘The phenomenal world is devoid of “self”

(atta)’. However, in Buddhist philosophizing, the phenomenal world may not have

figured at all in the context of interpretation of this lakshana, in which case we

would reformulate this assertion as ‘there is anarta there...” And it is anatta
itself wherein the mode of our thinking is implicitly given as ‘subject-postulate’ -
with which one would operate in a quite different way than with, say, atza. It would

therefore, be very hazardous to apply to anatta an atmanic mode of thinking,.

stating, for instance, that ‘thou art not that’ as a negative paraphrase of ‘thou art

that’ (zat tvam asi), however formally correct it might appear.]

1.2.4. Now, however, we have to return to what has been said at the begin--
ning of this essay (1.2.1), and ask ourselves: What content can be indicated by
such a statement as ‘they (the Masters of Abhidhamma) were aware of phenomenali
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character of their own mental activity directed to thought, mind and conscious-
ness?’. And why have I used here the term ‘phenomenal’ as if my only purpose
and aspiration were to confuse initial issues and make the whole problem even
more complex than it actually is?

The answer to the first question is a simple and unambiguous one: The
contents of Abhidhamma show that thinking about thinking was singled out,
separated from ‘thinking’ taken as an object of thinking, provided that ‘thinking
which thinks about thinking’ was at least formally opposed to ‘thinking which is
thought of by it’ as subject to object. All this, in turn, may imply that there might
be two psychologies there: one dealing with thought as subject, and another
-dealing with, in some cases, this very thought, as object.

The answer to the second question is far more difficult. The only thing I would
say is that the mental activity thought of as directed to thought cannot be reduced
to the thought in question or, least of all, to ‘thought as object’ in general. On the
-contrary (and this is indicated by some contexts in both the Abhidhamma and
Suttas), it is this “specific’ mental activity directed to thought as its object, to which
we may reduce ‘thought taken as object’ on the one hand, and ‘(their) awareness’
on the other. That is, the second and the third would be seen (or ‘thought of”) as
modalities of the first. For it is the first, i. e., this mental activity, not ‘awareness’
or ‘thought as object’, which has been called ‘selfless’ (anarta). And it is this
mental activity whose states have been ascribed as states of consciousness (dhar-
mas) to the other two, as well as to itself. For this is its ownphenomenal character.

1.2.5. All this leaves us with very little, if any, of what we are accustomed
to regard as psychology proper which (in the context of European scientific tra-
-dition) remains strictly reductionist and monistic in its initial postulates. Over the
last hundred years the psychological aspects of Buddhist thought have been
over-emphasized. I understand psychology to mean the complex of natural and
organismatic functions and modalities. In my opinion this is not applicable to
the Buddhist thought as considered in this book. For, from Descartes to Wundt
and from Kant to Wittgenstein, we have been consistently and persistently exclud-
ing our own ‘thinking about thinking’ from the scope, method, object and theory
of psychology. That is why I decided, however arbitrary it might appear to be,
to introduce the term ‘meta-psychology’, to denote both the character of the
Abhidhammic approach to thought-mind-consciousness and the character and
direction of the method applied by ourselves in our endeavour to understand their
approach. A further elaboration is necessary here.

There is no doubt whatsoever that the proposition ‘Mind-made (manomaya)
are the dharmas’ of the Dhammapada (I, 1) can be made present as a psychological
theory for the simplest reason, namely, that dharmas here are interpreted in the
sense of mind (manas). But the very next six lines, where mind is going to figure
as ‘obscured’ or ‘purified’, as bringing about ‘suffering’ or ‘pleasure’, would give
us an entirely new dimension of this same object, i.e., mind, connecting it with
-quite another complex of notions (such as ‘karma’, ‘rebirth’, etc.), and requiring
a totally different approach by an external observer (see Essay 3, 3.2-3.3). This
:is what the late Mrs. Rhys Davids was referring to as ‘psychological ethics’ or ‘ethi-
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cal psychology’, the late Edward Conze as ‘philosophia perennis’, and the late
Rune Johansson, as ‘simply psychology’, but what, in my opinion, is a meta-
psychology: that is, a sphere of interpretation where the psychological notions,
concepts and terms assume a far broader series of ‘meanings’, ranging from onto-
logy to anthropology, and from ethnology to sociology. And one of the main
functions of the Abhidhamma of the Pali Canon was to fix these meanings (with
their respective terms) so as to have made them more absorbable for dhyanic
(trancic) recollection and transmissable from generation to generation in the
course of oral tradition. The very pragmatism of the Abhidhammic texts changes
their seemingly psychological content into a meta-psychology, of which fact the
Old Buddhist Masters were undoubtedly aware, whereas the majority of the
Masters and Apprentices of modern psychology cannot conceive of, speaking
strictly terminologically, the meta-theoretical nature of their own theories.

Even if we take such a prominent exponent of a humanist and anti-positivist
tendency in contemporary psychology as Abraham Maslow, we see that he does
not know where he stands with respect to psychology as a science, and when he
transgresses its limits and becomes a meta-psychologist. When he writes: ‘We
have, each of us, an essential biologically-based inner nature, which is to some
degree “natural”, intrinsic, given, and, in a certain limited sense, unchangeable, or,
at least, unchanging’—he is not aware that this very ‘nature’ is what cannot be
found within the realm of psychology proper. [It is the nature about which the
Buddha would have spoken as ‘non-existing, non-intrinsic, non-given, and, in a
general sense, changeable and always changing’].? A meta-psychological cha-
racter of his psychology becomes self-evident a little further: “The question of
desirable grief and pain or the necessity of it must also be faced’.# Here he puts
the suffering (dukkha) in a, Buddhistically speaking, soteriological context, given,
of course, that in Buddhism, ‘suffering’ has not only the negative meaning, as
that which we have to discard or to stop originating, but also exists as such that
is, as a totally neutral feature (lakkhana) of the phenomenal world as it is, i. e., as
the symptom recognizable and acknowledgeable in a merely diagnostic way.5
But Maslow (through his anti-positivism) does not understand his own position,
marked in his statement by the word ‘desirability’, as ‘psychological’ or, shall we
say, as a state of consciousness (dharma) interpreted in a manner which exceeds
the objective limits of his discipline.®

1.2.6. And now we have to deal with one more question: what is the type
and character of knowledge about consciousness, thought and mind contained
in these texts ? That is, the knowledge taken in its initial, often unspoken, postula-
tes, and considered irrespective of whether it is factual or theoretical, empirical
or speculative. In answering this question, I will confine myself to only four
points, for a more detailed account will be given in the first, second, and parti-
cularly sixth, essays of this book.

1.2.6.1. (1) In our Buddhist ‘texts’ the ‘psyche’ (cetas) was regarded as not
only an object, but also as a thing objectively observed and observable.

2 GB-2061



6 BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY OF THOUGHT

(2) The ‘mind’ (manas) was regarded as only partly a substantial entity, that is,,
solely to the extent to which it was interpreted in the sense of the psychic (see
Essay 5, Table VI, A A2, 4). Whereas, when presented as a state of consciousness,
a dharma, the mind remained a non-thing par excellence [i.e., when it figures as
the dharma of ‘thought’ (citta) or of ‘“faculty of mind’ (manindriya), see 5.1, 5.7.,
and A AS, 16 in Table VI).]

(3) The question of reality or unreality was never associated with that of entity
(in the above sense), ‘object-ness’ and ‘subject-ness™-with respect to psyche, mind,
thought, consciousness or any other ‘psychological’ notions.

(4) But this question would inevitably arise when, instead of mind or thought
in general, or this mind or thought taken as an example, we start dealing with
situations where mind or thought figure as ‘mine’, ‘his’, or that of an external
observer.

1.2.6.2. These features contrast remarkably with the main features of modern
theoretical psychology or of what can be called the Philosophy of Psychology.

One cannot assert that philosophy of psychology exists as an independent,
self-sufficient science like for example, physics, biology, or, indeed, psychology.
Moreover, its scientific status can be in no way equated to that of such stressedly
inter-disciplinary disciplines as ‘philosophy of physics’, ‘philosophy of biology’,
or ‘philosophy of science’. This is because in philosophy of psychology, the
unity of ‘the subject of science’ and ‘object of investigation’ is implied there.
That is, the very way or method of thinking of a philosopher over matters psycho-
logical, and these very matters themselves taken as concrete object of his thinking,
inevitably coincide with or overlap one another. This is regarded as absolutely
pernicious to each and every system of knowledge and it is Wittgenstein alone
who, in his recently published Remarks, attempted to overcome it. This attempt,
it seems, though being unique in its kind, expresses the very core of European
scientific approach to the thinking of the thinker. The main features of this
approach can be given in the following way.

(1) The main subject of this science is the nature of psychological concepts,?
not the nature of psychological phenomena, or not ‘the nature of nature’. This
does not prevent these concepts from having their own ‘naturé’, i.e., from being
natural in a certain way (which is more than ‘a way of speaking’).8 But these two
natures cannot be identified as one, be it one state of consciousness (as in Bud-
dhism), or one principle (as alayavijigna in Yogacara doctrine) or, even, one
thinking (as cogitatio in Descartes).

(2) The experience seems to be implied as a merely formal term—not a content-
ful concept—covering both ‘what is seen’ and ‘an interpretation of what is seen’.
And in order to connect these two in terms of psychological content, one would
have to turn to introspection.® The latter may show one if this or that interpretation
of what is seen is... right or wrong.!® But, of course, the thinker knows the
difference between what is seen and its interpretation.

(3) This difference implies an absolute distinction between the observer of psy-
chological phenomena and phenomena themselves. Or, more exactly, it implies
the observer’s absolute knowledge of this and any other relevant distinction.'
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He is the user of words denoting these phenomena, and his is their interpretation..
He cannot be objectified as these phenomena or as any other thing. [For his is.
the privileged position of an observer who cannot be observed.]

(4) The words and sentences are the description of mental states, they are not
mental states themselves.1? That is, they cannot belong to a psychology, for they
are irreducible to anything mental or conscious. So, it can be said again that they
possess their own nature essentially different from that of mental states or ‘psycho-
logical phenomena’ in general. From which invariably follows the absolute reality
of the subject (in the sense of ‘person’) of mental states, for his is their description,
and it is he who is experiencing them. [His is, thereby, the language.] He is, there-
fore, far more real, ‘objectively’ speaking, than any object of his conscious ex-
perience given in his description.

[1.2.6.3. Our own idea of ‘objectivity’ seems to be twofold. On the one
hand, objectivity signifies ‘an object outside one’s cognition to which the latter
is directed’. On the other, it means ‘an object other than oneself’, i.e., ‘other than
the individual to whom this cognition is ascribed’. These two connotations of
‘objectivity’ now coincide with, now overlap, now figure as totally separated from
one another. Even one’s attempts to cognize ‘the mystical’ might be cognized
in an objective way, if viewed, for example, as fated or otherwise determined by
an apperception rooted, as it is, in and conditioned by the culture and time and,
of course, by the language used. (This second connotation was by no means
alien to the Prajhiaparamita, where we can easily find the contexts where the
periods (kalpas) of Involution of Dharma are mentioned as affecting the propa-
gation and understanding of the Dharma). Moreover, it is in the sense of this
connotation of objectivity that the clear distinction was drawn between the cases
when one knew, said or otherwise acted by the Buddha’s Might (anubhava), as
Shariputra in the beginning of Hrdaya-Sutra, and Subhuti in the beginning of
Astasahasrika, and the cases when it was one’s own power, as it was suggested
about Subhuti by Shariputra in the beginning of Astasahasrika. The latter are
clearly opposed to the former as subjective to objective.

The very Buddhist notion of apperception (samjfia) seems, however, to be
connected with the idea of objectivity in the sense of the first connotation of the
term only.] ' ’

1.3.0. It is now that we have to pass from what has been, though very
vaguely, characterized as ‘psychology’ (and ‘meta-psychology’), to this same
material (texts, facts, etc.), but this time viewed in a broader perspective of phi-
losophy. Given, of course, that the latter is to be considered from a point of view
entirely neutral or even alien to Buddhist philosophy itself, as well as to Western,
Eastern, or any other particular philosophy. It is this point of view, that I vaguely
define as ‘meta-philosophical’, and the question of which is going to be treated
in Essay 3.

1.3.1. Any attempt at a unified theoretical outlook of Buddhist philo-
sophy, or Buddhism as a whole would, I believe, inevitably fail. For any general

2%
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theory of it would have to neglect not so much some of the ‘glorious contradic-
tions’ within the Buddhist Philosophy, as some far less glorious and much more
essential differences between Abhidhamma and the Suttas. These are, first of all
and mostly, differences in approaches to the same things. In saying this I do not
mean that the Suttas embody one exclusive method, and the Abhidhamma another.
What, in fact, we have is a set of postulates, some of which belong exclusively
either to the Suttas or to Abhidhamma, and some to both while still others are
seen by us as implied in the texts or as inferable therefrom as means of our own
understanding of Buddhist Philosophy. As such, they cannot be identified with
any specifically Buddhist term or concept. [It is for these last that I would prefer
the term ‘Buddhistic’ instead of ‘Buddhist’.]

1.3.2. And then, bearing in mind this triple methodological (i.e. belonging
to my approach) division of postulates, I would formulate the main philosophical
difference between Abhidhamma and the Suttas in the following way: The phi-
losophy to be seen in the Suttas (by saying this I do not mean that their content
is by any means confined only to philosophy), reveals its predominant attitude
where all things existent are seen as being objects of awareness (or consciousness)
experienced (or experienceable) by various types of sentient beings, while the Phi-
losophy of Abhidhamma (the reservation made about the Suttas preserves its
strength here) deals with the various concepts and categories of consciousness as
with the primary objects of investigation. That is, one may say that if in the Suttas
-one is urged, taught or otherwise instructed how to form the conscious experience
of one’s life, in Abhidhamma it is the conscious experience itself which is exposed,
categorized and classified to be thought of, meditated on, memorized and recol-
lected as such. That is, without any returning to the phenomena of life, taken
outside or without consciousness.

One may even argue that long prior to the time when the oral compilation of
the main collections of Suttas was completed, there must have been some circu-
lation of the categories, concepts and technical terms which only much later,
i.e., after this compilation, were systematized and grouped. This is the circumstance
which, one might suppose, could be partly, at least, responsible for a still enig-
matic fact that there are very many places in the Suttas, where the Abhidhammic
terms figure now in a strictly technical Abhidhammic sense, now in a much more
general, common way.

1.3.3. The ‘postulate of suffering’, for instance, is formulated in two quite
different ways in the Sutta of the (first) Turning of the Wheel of Dhamma. In the
context of the ‘Four Noble Truths’ suffering is explained as existing, coming into
existence, or going out of existence because of various factors which are shown
as co-existing, as working synchronically (‘horizontal’ explanation). In the context
of paticcasamuppada (‘interdependent co-origination’) suffering is explained as
the final result of the factors originating from one another and working diachro-
nically (‘vertical’ explanation). However, in various parts of the corpus of Abhi-
dhammic texts and commentaries, suffering figures in a rather non-postulative
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manner, thatis, as no more than one of the very important, but still external,
conditions of the rise of thought.

Furthermore, the ‘postulate of impermanence’ (anicca) of every thing in the
Suttas, loses its absolute character in Abhidhamma where impermanence is pos-
tulated in connection with dhammas (impermanence of all dhammas"), sharing
with them their relational and, essentially, relativistic character.

1.3.4. At the same time, such a postulate as the ‘rise of thought’—the
fundamental precondition of any phenomenal existence whatsoever—is totally
absent in the Suttas and could be only secondarily or indirectly deduced therefrom
through late commentaries. And now I must refer to one circumstance which
seems to be of some importance in respect of the chosen subject of this book: The
interval between the completion of oral collections (nikaya) of Suttas and the
completion of oral texts of Abhidhamma was incomparably longer than the inter-
val which divides the first respective commentaries on them. The very idea of
‘Buddhism’, ‘Buddhist philosophy’, or ‘Buddhism as philosophy’, could have
come into being and become an historical fact only through this late commentation.
These commentators (very often one and the same person was commenting on
both Abhidhamma and the Suttas) objectively performed the titanic work of
systematizing the philosophical content of the text of the Pali Canon in relation
to the growing Mahayana and, perhaps, in some connection with the latter.

1.3.4.1. Perhaps, because of the confrontation or co-existence with the
Mahayana, lasting for at least the first four centuries A.D., a certain milieu was
spontaneously created where several concepts were circulating on the various levels
of the Buddhist philosophizing, i.e., irrespective of a given school of Buddhist
thought. Or, more exactly speaking, what we deal with is a set of problems dicho-
tomously formulated between the first and the fourth centuries, in the light of
which some other postulates, formulated before and after this period, could be
interpreted and explained Buddhistically by an external observer of Buddhism.
Here I referto the dichotomy and such oppositions as, ‘samsara/nirvana’, ‘dharmaf
svabhava’, ‘laksanalalaksana’, ‘sammskrtajasamskrta’, ‘relative reality of thought or
consciousness (cittamatra, vijianamatra)/absolute unreality of its objects’, etc.
However, if taken out of their Mahayanist-Shravakayanist context and returned
to the contexts of the Suttas and Abhidhamma, they would immediately lose all
their dualistic character. By ‘dualistic’, I also refer to where the duality of opposite
concepts is to be abolished by a postulate of their one-ness. For example, such a
postulate as ‘Nirvana and Samsara are non-dual’ does not mean the duality of
postulation, but only indicates a level where this duality is not regarded as rele-
vant.13

[1.3.4.2. In European philosophy dualism is seen or figures as a reinterpreta--
tion of, a derivation from, or a reaction against, a certain monistic principle. The
principle which would be unavoidably discovered by means of a simple pheno-
menological procedure and even without referring to the history of philosophy—
the principle of a monistic unity of or within the human microcosm. Whereas, for
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example, in the Mdadhyamika philosophy, non-dualism itself is present as a nega-
tion of dualistic distinctions conceived as cosmologically primordial and epistem-
ologically primary. That is why there has never been a monism proper in Buddhist
philosophy, but a non-dualism which has constantly denied ontological status to
.any reflexive analysis of human soul, or human psyche, or human nature, or
nature in general. And that is why any Indian advaita or advaya would have been
absolutely impossible without such an analysis, so that the very fact that human
(as well as any other) mentality was philosophically divorced from ‘self’ (or even
“non-self” where ‘self” was denied) could be seen (particularly in the dualistic
Samkhya) as the basis and foundation for all subsequent non-dualistic re-thinking,
be it in the Madhyamika, Yogacara, or Advaita-Vedanta.)

1.4. If we look at the Buddhist theory of consciousness from the point of
-view of an entirely abstract phenomenological approach, we will see that it is the
phenomenon of difference, not of unity, which has always played the chief role,
and to which very often were reduced even the most ‘monistic’ ideas of Buddhist
thought. Buddhism is non-monism par excellence. And this is, probably, due to the
fact that it became a theory at a very early stage of its historical development. Or,
-even, that there was practically, no time when it was no theory.14

‘The theoretical structure of man’s world’—says Cassirer—‘begins at the point
‘where consciousness first makes a clear distinction between illusion and truth,
between what is merely perceived or represented, and what truly “is”, between the
subjective and the objective’.1s Here is stated with an utmost neo-Kantian rigidity
that there is consciousness the primary theoretical task of which is to create dis-
tinctions between opposite categories of European thinking, given, of course, that
the subjective is illusion and corresponds epistemologically to what is ‘merely
pperceived or represented’. I would not even refer here to a quite banal fact, that
there are quite a few theories in man’s world where illusion is theoretically identi-
fied with the objective and ‘is’, while truth is much nearer to the subjective and ‘is
perceived’. Yet really essential here is that it was Buddhism where consciousness
began to produce the clear distinctions between one thought and another. I may even
aver that it was the thought which started making objective distinctions within
itself and theorizing upon them as upon different states of consciousness.

1.5.1. However, in order to reconstruct the work which was done by the
first Abhidhammic masters, we ought to leave, for the time being, states of con-
gciousness and turn to the separate thoughts which seem to have been the first
-object to which these masters addressed themselves. The idea underlying their
‘meditational operations’ with thought is that one thought neither appears from
nor is a reaction to what is not thought. One thought is arisen (uppanna, ut panna) in
what is present in meditation as a merely formal framework of an individual con-
‘tinuum of thought. In stating this I mean that both the fact that onethought arises
in connection with another thought, and the fact of attributing this connection
to an individual, are formal if related to or compared with, the fact of arising itself
(see Essays 4 and 5). This, in turn, means that each and every arising of thought,
taken separately, does not imply any causality or intentionality. For it arises as
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such, that is, although the postulate of its absolute distinction may be further con-
cretized in terms of causality or individuality (as well as non-causality or non-
individuality), such a concretization is not possible, as far as we deal with this
arising of thought alone.

1.5.2. If we turn now to the meaning of the distinction postulated, we will
clearly see that it is given to us not as a distinction in content of thought (or, in
Cassirer’s terms, between such predicative notions as ‘illusion’ and ‘truth’), but as
a distinction between ‘there is a thought here and now’ and ‘there is no thought
here and now’. Or, in other words, a distinction between a thought and the ‘time-
space interval’ separating this thought from another one, or from the absence of
thought.16 “No-thought’ is present in this distinction as an independent fact (in the
sense of its not being dependent on thought!), not as a mere negation of thought or
the absence thereof. This ‘fact of no thought’ was seen by the Buddhist explorers of
consciousness, as not any less conscious than that of thought itself (see 6.13).

1.5.3. ‘Rise of thought’ (cittuppada) is a phenomenon that gives to thought
a certain dimension which ‘no-thought’ is lacking, and it is this dimension which
leads to the second theoretical distinction made by early Buddhist theorists of
thought. This ‘rise’ was conceived by them not in terms of causality, direction or
purpose, but rather in terms of ‘what occurred simultaneously with the occurrence
of this arising of thought’. They concentrated their attention first of all on con-
ditions of this ‘arising’. Conditions, not causes. Or rather, conditions which might
or might not have been thought of as causes, and this within various states of
discursive thinking.!? Masters of the Abhidhamma made a powerful attempt to
conceive of separate thoughts as arising coincidentally with other factors which,
if observed from the point of view of a thought arising, would be seen as co-factors.
[Though, if observed as such, these factors themselves might be seen as ‘arising
thoughts’.] The very notion of ‘co-production’ (samuppada) means not as much
causality as the coincidence of various factors which, by reason of this coincidence
become co-factors. Then the second postulate is formulated as saying that ‘If
looked at in connection with their “arising”, the separate thoughts may be
conceived either as “coinciding™ or as “not coinciding” with other factors’ (see
Essay 35, particularly 5.4).

1.5.4. One extremely important idea is implied in the second postulate.
This idea is that a separate thought has no mechanism of its own formation. If I say
‘The Prince Siddhartha became the ascetic Gautama because of his subsequent vi-
sions of old age, illness and death’, or “The Prince Nanda became an arhat because
the Buddha had converted him in Kapilavastu’—these statements would be true
only as conventional descriptions of events in the context of which there is no
distinction whatever between a thought and deed or anything else. But these same
events would lose all their appearance of ‘causality’ as soon as we see them in the
light of the second postulate. In this case, ‘becoming an arhat’ or ‘becoming an
Awakened One’ would correspond to a thought which is ‘unconditioned’ (asams-
krta) and thereby may only formally coincide with any event, whether a thought
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or not. Here we have a point of intersection of various different series of thoughts,
for some of which this coinciding is relevant, while for some others it is not.

1.6. Apart {rom differences in their approach to thought and conscious-
ness in terms of content, the Suttas and the Abhidhamma differ very much in their
fixation of terms, concepts and ideas. [This difference is shown in Essay 5 which
I have tried to make, as it were, Abhidhammist in its tone and subject.] This, how-
ever, needs a little explanation. I do not consider the Abhidhamma either as a
special part of the early Buddhist teaching i.e., as the philosophy par excellence,
taken as distinct from the entirety of the Dhamma, or as the most technical part
of Buddhist philosophy (or, according to Mrs. Rhys Davids, ‘ethical psychology of
Buddhism’), taken in its distinction from the general philosophical outlook of the
Suttas. I am more inclined to hold to the idea that the Abhidhamma has never
been intended to be learnt or, indeed, thought as a separate theme. Its very textual
form or, shall we say, the type and character of its fixation in oral tradition, might
at least indirectly suggest that it was meant to be remembered, memorized, and
recollscted, first of all as a form, mould, or framework having no specific content of
its own, that is, as the receptacle of any thinkable content of thought, including
thought itself, when the last is thought of by another thought or by itself (this
problem is treated in 5.1, 5.3 and 5.4).18

Moreover, one may conceive of the Abhidhamma, in the context of what could
be called ‘religious teaching of Buddhism’, as one of the independent and relatively
self-sufficient aspects of that teaching. It would, therefore, be inconsistent to say
that in order to know Buddhism one would have to learn the Abhidhamma too.
Letit bestated rather that one can understand Buddhism #hrough the Abhidhamma
as one specific, concrete, and particular case and possibility of its understanding.
This would lead once again, to the question of ‘rise of thought’, but this time, how-
ever, understood in a larger Buddhological sense and context.

1.7. The picture of the Teaching as given to us in the Suttas (variegated
as it may look), contains one very strange thing, and it is in this that Buddhism
differs from Christianity most and first of all. In Christianity the idea of Religion
itself (Church as Wisdom Embodied, Church as His Body or His Bride, etc.) was
endowed with cosmic dimensions, while in Buddhism the Buddha was conceived as
the Observer of the Cosmos of Dharma® The duality of “Transcendent-Immanent’
is not applicable to Buddhism at all, for such a duality cannot exist without a
concept of God as the Absolute Personality. For, when applied to the Buddhas,
the very concept of ‘person’, ‘individual’, or ‘personality’ remains very proble-
matic, and can be treated only in the context of a given concrete text, episode or
situation (see Essays 3 and 4).
"~ My conjecture is that it is this idea of Observer which has made of Buddhism
an open system to which all criteria applied to close systems are inapplicable.2
Speaking figuratively, we may imagine an open system as a sphere with innu-
merable ‘holes’ through which one can make observations of its inside. Or, we
may imagine that each of these ‘holes’ is the Observer Himself, for a ‘hole’ can be
thought of as a position of observation only as far as there is an Observer at it.
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Or, we can also imagine that a position of observation and an Observer are the
same. Then let us imagine that each and every point within this sphere can happen:
to be a point of observation, becoming thereby a place wherefrom the whole system
might be seen from the outside, so that the very opposition, ‘outside-inside’ would
be made irrelevant or meaningless. And let us, finally, imagine that each and every-
sentient being (sartva) is such a potential ‘hole’ or ‘point of observation’, and that
all incalculable Buddhas are the actual ‘holes’, ‘points of observation’, which
belong to this system, and do not belong to it, at one and the same time. And then,.
i.e., if looked at from this angle of an open system, Buddhism would be seen as the
place where all categories are changing their meaning not because of the ‘dialectics”
of Buddhist methodology, but because of observations and observers interchang--
ing their places and shifting from one point to another.

1.8. One may only conjecture asto whether or not the problem of subject
in Buddhism could be considered outside an ordinary and habitual opposition
‘object/subject’. One can, however, state with all certainty that a proposition like
‘a pudgala (‘person’) is the subject of thinking” would indicate that the character
and the context (‘situation’) of such a proposition is absolutely objective. And if”
we turn from ‘thinking’ to ‘text’ or, more exactly, ‘a text of the Buddha’, we see
that His ‘T’ (not Self or arza) cannot be stated as the subject of this text. Be-
cause, as in Husserl, ‘I’ is neither suspended nor dismissed but remains here
as a formal and totally objective condition of this fex?’s being. Even to Husserl it
is not a man (or his mentality) who is subject to laws of consciousness, but con--
sciousness itself. For when we say ‘our cognition of consciousness’ or ‘our aware--
ness of action’, we treat ourselves as agents, i.e., as subjects of a phenomenal acti-
vity (as it was stated in 1.2.1 about the ancient Abhidhammists). Whereas when
we think of consciousness itself—there can be no agent there, and there can be no
‘subject of”. .. in the sense other than ‘agent’. This applies not only to conscious--
ness itself but also to all its derivations and interpretations.

When classical hermeneutics (Heidegger, Gadamer) dismisses the author of a
text, it is not aware of what it dismisses, for to it author=agent=subject="T’,
whereas to a ‘free phenomenologist’ a text can be reduced (‘reducted’) to the think--
ing which, if observed externally, would be seen as a unique fact of consciousness
only nominally (i.e., in the sense of nama-rupa) attributable to a ‘person’, and in
no way to an ‘I’. The last will remain as no more than a term of conventional
description of mental states which correspond or, rather, may have corresponded
to this fact of consciousness. Therefore, we can say, anticipating the content of”
Essay 4 (4.1) that though thedharmas are object of thought, this does not entail the
thought being their subject. And all this in turn shows that the terms ‘object’ and
‘subject’ are used here not as opposed to one another, but as belonging to a meta--
theory which is not based on this or any other binary opposition.?t
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1 So, for example, speaking of yogacarins, H. Guenther writes: ‘For them ‘‘mind”’ was not so
much a ““particular mind-entity”’, but a symbol for the particular [menta/- A P.] experience...’
H. Guenther (1973, p. 93). This is not too bad to start with, but not enough to understand
what their (yogacarins’) theory of mind is about. For, if the phenomenon of this ‘experience’
(symbolized by ‘mind’) could, in its turn, be reduced to mind or one of the synonyms of the
last, then there could have been no theory of mind in the yogacara doctrine.

2 There is another distinction with respect to theory of consciousness, which now coincides,
now overlaps with the previous one, although in some particular cases it seems to belong to
a quite different level of our (modern) understanding of what a theory is, the level that could,
in a totally conventional way, of course, be called ‘semiotical’. Each theory, if regarded
from the standpoint of this distinction, would be seen as a theory, only provided that it
possesses its meta-language, that is, a special language by means of which and in terms of
which a theory describes and interprets its own ‘facts’. Being clearly aware of an utter vague-
ness of this ‘definition’, I would also like to state in a quite unambiguous way that, speaking
-generally, the criteria of a meta-language of a theory are merely subjective and totally arbi-
‘trary with respect to a concrete language used as a meta-language, as well as with respect to
the concrete relations between the content of a theory and its meta-language. So, from the
point of view of an external observer in such propositions as ‘dharma is a state of conscious-
ness’ and ‘1 is a number’ we will have one and the same meta-language—English. But if
1ooked at from the inner point of view of these two respective ‘theories’ (i.e., the Buddhist
theory of consciousness and the theory of numbers), both ‘dharma’ and ‘1’ would be seen
:as two terms of their respective metalanguages which might be thought of as absolutely
neutral with relation to any concrete natural language, in this particular case—Sanskrit and
English. And this is totally irrespective of the fact that, metalinguistically, ‘dharma’ remains
-a Sanskrit word, while ‘1 does not belong specifically to English. However, given all this,
I cannot help being entirely aware of the undismissable fact that the very proposition ‘dharma
is a state of consciousness’—is rather senseless in the sense of the Buddhist theory of con-
sciousness. Senseless, because in the context of this theory ‘dharma’ is a state of conscious-
ness, a state of consciousness is a ‘dharma’, dharma is consciousness (or mind, or thought,
for that thing), so that what we deal with in this proposition is a series of fruitless synonyms,
if we look at this proposition as belonging to a theory. What it quite certainly belongs to, is
our own meta-theory, that is, so to speak, our own theoretical understanding and description
(or, more exactly, the description of our understanding) of the Buddhist theory.

3 A. Maslow (1968, p. 3). The term ‘metapsychology’ was used by S. Freud in The Psycho-

pathology of Everyday Life (1901), though ‘metapsychological’ appeared one year earlier,

in The Interpretation of Dreams.

Ibid., p. 8.

This unawareness of his culminates in the following passage: ‘The ability of healthier [A.P.]

people to dip into unconscious and preconscious, to use and value their primary processes

instead of fearing them, to accept their impulses instead of always controlling them, to be
able to regress voluntarily without fear, turns out to be one of the main conditions of creativ-
ity’ (ibid. p. 209). Particularly amusing is that the term ‘healthier’ immediately evokes the

‘non-sick’ of the Dhammapada, though with one difference, that we have ‘creativity’ instead

of ‘stopping the production of suffering’ (dukkhasamudayanirodha) here.

% Liam Hudson, in this connection, seems to be cleverer and, happily, less ‘humanistic’ than
many others of his generation, though sharing with them some of their cultural limitations,
but he is, at least, able to be aware that what he deals with, is not, and cannot be, a ‘pure’
or ‘purely objective’ psychology. When he says that, ‘If the principle of relativism is to apply
at all, it must encompass not only the people psychologists study, but the psychologists who
do the studying’—he is aware of the time, as an undismissable factor of ‘meta-psychology’,
but not of the type of psychologist which is culturally conditioned and whose mental activity
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s culturally subjective. Which means that it works in terms of a certain cultural meta-language
and symbolism, see L. Hudson (1972, pp. 158-9). In fact, what has been recently described
by Liam Hudson as the double ethos of modern psychologists—their division into ‘soft’ and
“hard’ (read—*subjective’ / ‘objective’ or ‘personal’ / ‘impersonal’ or humane-ness’ / ‘thing-
hood’) seems to be no more than a very temporal cu/tural attitude in his own (and his con-
temporaries’) self-awareness. This, as such, has nothing to do with phenomenology which,
in principle at least, does not deal with either the personal or impersonal, but only with ways
in which facts of consciousness are (or may have been) given to their observer. The dichotomy
of ‘arts/sciences’ is as far from being ‘a theory’ as Marcuse’s ‘Eros’ or Laing’s ‘divided self’
for at least one reason: all these ideas cannot be related to any ‘given’ fact of consciousness
otherwise than through or by means of certain, purely cultural, symbolism (though, how
tempting it is to call it ‘metaphorism’ instead!) which in the first case is represented by ‘uni-
corn’, in the second by ‘Eros’, in the third by ‘over-grown garden’. Moreover, the very idea
of ‘fact’ with respect to consciousness is, theoretically, related not to consciousness itself, but
to its cultural reflexion. This, in turn, is tantamount to a situation where, in order to under-
stand ‘something’ about consciousness, and prior to such an understanding, one would have
necessarily to read some texts of one’s own culture, which would provide one with a symbolic
framework—or else, one’s theme would never have been formulated.

7 L. Wittgenstein (1980, p. vii). The term ‘concept’ here is almost synonymous with ‘word’.

&

So, he calls ‘to feel’ a psychological verb (p. 11e).

‘But I am saying: if the facts of nature were different we should have different concepts. That
is an hypothesis. I have no use for it’, ibid., p. 12e. But he cannot be left with this ambiguity
and, as it were, asks himself: ‘Isn’t it [the nature of concepts—A.P.] the nature of phenomena
in disguise?’

9 Ibid., p.8e.

10 We may, by paraphrasing W. James, say in complete agreement with yogdcara doctrine, that

1

1

one and the same ‘thing’ can be the inter pretation of the ‘seen’ in one state of consciousness,

and ‘the seen’ in another.

‘The content of experience, of experiencing: I know what it’s like to see red, green, blue.. .,

I know what it’s like to feel sorrow, fear, joy...’ ibid., p. 19e. Knowledge (that is, Ais knowl-

edge) is the only content of experience.

2 Ibid., pp. 86-90. It is when Wittgenstein makes a clear distinction between ‘himself thinking’
and ‘thinking’ (which he never ceased to make), that all affinities with Buddhism become
absolutely senseless. C. Gudmunsen writes: ‘It is just here... where the comparison [of
Buddhism—A.P.] with Wittgensteinis particularly fruitful. The organism and its environment
are indeed mutually dependent; but that does not mean that I disappear in my surroundings’
(C. Gudmunsen, 1977, p. 78). Such a ‘naturalistic’ interpretation is so typical of a modern
Wittgensteinean adept who simply cannot see that, speaking Abhidharmically, there is neither
‘organism’ nor ‘surroundings’ in terms of states of consciousness (dharmas), and that the
only relevant (though not real) distinction is between ‘the subject’ and ‘the object’ in these
dharmas. That is, the subject and the object understood only in respect of thought and in no
other way. This means (among other things) that both ‘organism’ and ‘surroundings’ would
be understood in the sense of ‘the psychic conceived as the object’ [and put under the rubric
of the first two dharmas (see Essay 5, Table VI, A A1, 2)—form’ and ‘sensation’] and,
thereby, opposed to ‘thought conceived in the sense of the subject’ (citta, the fifth dharma).
How naive are the attempts to ‘reconvert’ the Abhidhamma, with help of Wittgenstein and
Russell, into a home-made mystical naturalism!

3 Moreover, what I really mean is that, behind numerical complexes covering practically all
numbers from 1 to 12, (and many more besides) met in the Suttas and Abhidhamma lies the
triple (if not trinitarian), not dual, character of postulation.

—

14 1 am aware of all arbitrariness of this assertion but, none the less, the more I think about it,

the more I am inclined to think that some, even purely religious systems of thoughts, doctrines
and teachings might have arisen as more theoretical than what they became at later stages
of their historical development.

15 E. Cassirer (1955, p. 73).
16 There is no dichotomy ‘thought/no thought’ or ‘one thought/another thought’. The very
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structure of theoretical understanding of thought in the Buddhist philosophy is threefold—
‘thought, no thought, another thought’.

17 Le., the states of consciousness, more or less corresponding to our meaning of ‘discursive
thinking’, i.e., vitakka, vicara (see Table VI, Essay 5, A A6, 7) and, in different contexts,
samjfia (‘apperception’ or ‘notion’).

18 The late Edward Conze, though a brilliant Buddhologist, seems to have failed to understand
the most essential feature of the Abhidhamma—its total formality and impersonality. Prob-
ably his personal gnosticism (he called it ‘philosophia perennis’) proved to be incongruous
with the neutrality of the Abhidhammic organization of thought, equally indifferent to the
differences in human mentalities and temperaments and to the differences in the ages or
phases in the history of mankind. See E. Conze (1979, II, particularly, p. 38.)

19 Here we have been confronted with the question of ‘Absolute Objectivity’ in a religion.
Marco Pallis (1964) very ingeniously suggests that in Buddhism it is ‘the uncreated’ or ‘in-
composite’ (asankhata, asamskrta) that figures as the symbol of this objectivity.

20 To a certain extent ‘observer’ here is opposed to ‘creator’ in Christianity and Judaism.

21 From this it inevitably follows that no single opposition, however general or abstract, could
be used not only in describing Buddhism but even in describing one’s understanding thereof.
And nowhere is this ‘binary inability’ to understand oneself in relation to Buddhism shown
clearer than in Lévi-Strauss. He wrote (1976, p. 540): ‘This religion of non-knowledge is not
based on our inability to understand. It bears witness to that ability and raises us to a pitch
at which we can discover the truth in the form of a mutual exclusiveness of being and knowl-
edge. ...It reduces the metaphysical problem to one of human behaviour—a distinction it
shares only with Marxism’. Here he failed to understand that the very human behaviour is
reduced in Buddhism to consciousness which is no knowledge, that knowledge figures as no
more than a way of understanding the consciousness, and that being does not count as a tran-
scendental category at all. In this connection, L. Kolakowski (1982, p. 42) is subjectively much
nearer to what can be called ‘an authentic European understanding of Buddhism’ when he
writes: ‘...a Buddhist contemplative is capable of saying ‘“I do not exist”’ and of literally
meaning it; an utterance which Christians. .. would normally understand only in a meta-
phorical way. ..’ In stating this, he, unlike Lévi-Strauss, seems to be able to grasp that there
are two (at least) ways of the understanding of ‘non-existence’, which cannot be worded in
the context and in terms of one religious postulate.



2. THE CONCEPT OF SENTIENT BEING IN THE SUTTA-
NIPATA

A Comparative Study

2.0.1. At the very core of the problem—‘What is comparative philo-
sophy 2—lies another and far more essential question: Must thinking be marked,
or can it be marked, by anything which is not thinking itself? If the.answer is negative,
then we must pack our bags and move elsewhere. But if the reply is in doubt, it
gives us an opportunity to look for marks of thinking, at any rate in our own think-
ing before going further afield to ancient India or even modern England. What
I mean by this is that each time I compare Berkeley with Asanga, or Buddhism
with Kantianism, I have first of all to construct a sort of meta-system which, not
being either of them, can cover both of them as two different and concrete cases
of the same meta-theoretical approach—taking for granted of course, that this
approach is broader and, alas, less clear than that of the systems compared. Only
with such a meta-theory is it possible to ascertain the criteria which are necessary
for philosophical comparison, however unclear and uncertain they may appear.
For instance, if I am going to compare the concept of ‘form’ in Plato with that in
early Buddhist philosophy, I must bear in mind that this seemingly nonsensical
task is realizable only on condition that my own meta-concept of form is neither
connected with ‘being’ (as in Plato) nor non-connected with ‘being’ (as in Bud-
dhism). That is, it must necessarily be something within my meta-approach, which
is neutral or ‘not thought of” in respect of this connection. Similarly, if I wish to
compare the concepts of ‘I’ in Buddhism and in modern psychoanalysis, I can do
so only provided that there is at my disposal a third concept of ‘I’, which includes
these two as its varieties.

The problem of ‘markedness’ or ‘non-markedness’ of thinking will then undoubt-
edly be included in this meta-theory of mine as one of its elements, in respect of
which the Buddhist concepts of ‘thought’ (citza) and ‘mark’, or ‘sign’ (laksana,
nimitta) will be compared with similar, or analogous, or even altogether different
concepts of other philosophies. I can also compare these Buddhist concepts with
those of my meta-theory, using the latter as already ‘not mine’, that is, as already
estranged from my own approach and, therewith, turned into an objectified text
external to my immediate philosophizing.

2.0.2. In so far as one’s approach remains meta-theoretical in the compari-
son of various philosophies, it can conventionally be characterized not only as
subjective, but also as conscious. To say ‘conscious’ here means that I am able (at
least, in principle) to reflect upon my operating with terms and notions as mine as
well as upon my reflection itself. Yet once looked at and speculated upon as not
mine (that is, as already objzctifizd), this meta-approach reveals its non-specific
aspects, which I am aware of as not only not mine, but as positively attributed or
attributable to a time, place or manner of philosophizing which I share with other
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persons, and which I am not able to define as mine or theirs. Because, it is thoughts,
not persons that we are in fact dealing with in this case. The problem, formulated
as ‘must thinking be marked?’, then appears as connected with, say, modern
semiotical trends in which each and every thinkable thing is a sign. Or, withrenew-
ed hermeneutical attempts to explore each and everything as having a textual
meaning of its own. Or with late logico-pragmatical attempts to revise Peircean
semiotics in terms of the fundamental duality of all texts (as ‘texts of interpreta-
tion’ and ‘texts for interpretation’) etc. This leads us to a concept of apperceptive
structures, which includes in itself all elements inherent in my philosophizing to-
gether with the intentions and impulses towards the realization of these elements
in other zexts.

2.0.3. With subjective meta-theory and objective apperception we can
at least compare one thing with another in the philosophy—provided, of course,
that the very notion of philosophy is no more than a meta-notion here. That is,
it is used only when we deal with various zerms and texts which are a priori defined
formally as ‘philosophical’, but are not yet defined as philosophical in their con-
tents. Terms and texts here are two very different objects of investigation, because
they require two completely different methodologies (the term ‘object’ here signifies
a ‘thing’ and not an idea).

In the case of terms it is necessary to produce a text where a term is interpreted
(provided that it is a term within the concrete text) through one’s meta-terms
and within one’s apperceptive structure in the context of which this term is thought
to have been used. This term is then to be reconstructed, as it were, from outside,
as a primarily given content.

In the case of fexts,it isnecessaryto produce a text of interpretation where the
field of reconstruction of contents is limited by a given text itself, and the apper-
ceptive structure appears only as the final result of such an interpretation, the
meanings of terms (concepts) serving as mere elements of the apperceptive struc-
ture. [I also admit here a possibility that a single term can be interpreted as a
text or vice versa, but this is another matter.]

2.1.0. For this essay I propose to deal with some Buddhist philosophical
concepts as ferms, using the respective meta-terms for their interpretation. I am
going to start with considerations on the group of notions connected with ‘being’
and its derivatives and then pass to the concept of ‘sentient being’. I shall conclude
in the next two essays with an investigation of thought’ as the core of ‘the sentient’

and the problem of markedness of thought in connection with ‘a person’ or ‘an
individual’.

2.1.0.1. ‘Re-ontologization’ is used here as a mere meta-term to denote
the direction or the chief tendency regulating the change (only partly historical
change) in the Buddhist understanding of thought, mind and consciousnes.
When I say ‘re-ontologization’, I do not mean thereby that there existed, at
some time or somewhere, a certain religio-philosophical background which
included some ontological categories or postulates, denied, negated or abandoned
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by Buddhism, and then later acquired, adopted or rediscovered by it in one way
or another. The approach I follow is quite different. I observe certain ideas in
late Buddhist sources as ontological, then I go back to the early Pali texts, the
ideas of which can hardly be interpreted as ontological, and only after that,.
return again to the late ones in an attempt to discover those trends in early texts,.
which could be interpreted as leading from an absolute non-ontology to a relative
ontology. In my opinion, there are in each philosophy certain inner conditions:
which cannot be reduced either to the socio-cultural factors preceding it, or to the
impact of other philosophies and religions. It is these inherent conditions of
philosophizing to which I attribute all the main changes and modifications we
find in late Buddhism compared with earlier Buddhism. In saying this, I do not
assert that all extra-Buddhistic circumstances were of no importance for the
development of Buddhist religious philosophy. Nevertheless, whenever one looks-
at Buddhism, one finds already formed its own apperceptive structure much:
superior in strength and persistence to all external factors and influences.

2.1.0.2. For instance, I may say that the apperceptive structure of Brah--
manical philosophy was formed around the ‘ontological axis’ of Being understood
not only as Being of Atman-Brahman in the sense of ‘thou art that’ (zat tvam asi,
where tad is ‘Brahman’), but also in the sense of reality of the relatedness of
everything to Atman-Brahman. This, in turn, means that any relational category
—Knowledge, for example—may turn out to be real in so far as it /s related to
what is considered to be the reality par excellence. Even an outright denial of
such reality, which is made in many interpretations of Buddhist philosophy, does
not change this apperceptive structure. As for Buddhism, it never related itself”
to Brahmanicontologyastosomething to be denied or refuted, but rather dismiss--
ed it as theoretically incomprehensible and empirically undiscoverable. This
Buddhist attitude was due, as it seems to me, mainly to the fact that the very
question of the non-empirical reality of anything never stood at the centre of"
Buddhist philosophical apperception and remained, as it were, latent, awaiting
its hour to emerge within the context of relativistic conceptions of the late philo-
sophical schools.! At the same time, it must be borne in mind that the term ‘rela--
tivistic’ (that is, viewed from the angle of sunyata) was never used by Buddhist
scholars in a purely anti-ontological sense. I may add that the usually imagined
picture of permanent confrontations of Buddhist philosophy with the ontological:
concepts of the Vedanta can be partly admitted only provided that we look at
these confrontations and differences retrospectively. Because, if looked at from the
time when one or another Buddhist school actually worked, this ‘anti-ontological’
situation would be seen in a quite different and much less unambiguous light.?’

When I call this work a comparative study, it does not necessarily mean that
ontology in Buddhism is always compared with ontology in other philosophies..
My own philosophical standpoint, however eclectic it may be, remains not only
the main criterion and basis for comparison, but also the main object thereof.
When comparing, for instance, the Mother Prajiiaparamita with Sophia of Chris--
tian gnostics, I am fully aware that it is my philosophical apperception through.
which both of them are reflected prior to their being compared, and that I have:
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always to bearin mind all the metaphysical consequences of my inability to identify
my mode of reflection with that of the philosophies compared. But, at the same
time, I strongly admit the idea of objectivity of apperception. Moreover, I believe
even in a certain objectivity of apperception understood in a quasi-historical sense,
in which, for instance, E. Husserl divided the whole ‘time of philosophy’ into two
periods: pre-theoretical and theoretical.® And, indeed, the main problem we are
facing here is not whether these Buddhist ideas are or are not philosophical, but
whether they could be regarded as a theory (see 1.2.1.) meta-philosophically, i.e.
dirrespective of all comparative criteria.

2.1.0.3. The very concept of ontologization differs markedly in Christian
theology and Buddist metaphysics. In the former it means the absolute of the
personality, as in the case of the Divine Absolute of the Holy Trinity conceivedin
itself as the objective reality, or achievable subjectively through a process of mystical
inspiration or revelation. While in the latter there is a sort of ‘de-absolutization
-0fmar’, leading finally to the total ‘de-anthropologization of consciousness’ achieved
or achievable through the process of yogic intuition. It is evident, of course, that
neither ‘ontology’, nor even less ‘re-ontologization’, can be found in the terminolo-
gy of Buddhist texts. However, we find ‘Being’ everywhere within the process of
our own understanding. There it figures, now as a simple word in practical every-
day use (‘I amlooking at the sun’, where there is no implication that my ‘looking’
can exist only on the strength of my ‘being’), now as an instrument used in one’s
-empirical self-awareness (‘I am looking at the sun’, where there may be an impli-
cation of connectedness of my looking and being),% now as a term of philosophical
or theological meta-language (‘I am looking at the sun’, where there is an impli-
cation that this or any other described or describable fact can be described or
describable only on the strength of some being to which ‘I’, ‘looking’ or ‘am’ can
be ascribzd as its manifestations). Of these three uses only the first can be referred
to as linguistically (not mztalinguistically, that is) present in the texts of Buddhist
Suttas. As to the second one, there is a very strong implication in Buddhism that
‘to be’ or ‘being’ exist only in the sense of strict factuality, that is completely un-
related to any mstaphysical reality. Thus, such a purely Buddhistic formula as
““as it is’ (yathabhiatam), if applied to ‘I am looking at the sun’, would refer neither
to thereality of the ‘sun’, nor to that of ‘I’, but reflzct the factuality of the situation
as a whole.5 At the same time, we must note that this Buddhist formula, given at
least its negative connection with the ontological postulates, might be considered
as a term of mata-language of metaphysics.® As to the third use, it cannot be
-discovered in the texts of the Suttas at all, which, nevertheless, should not prevent
us from attempting to find some msta-term which would serve as a Buddhistic
equivalent to that of ‘Being’. It may be that this idea of ‘Being’ finds its metaphysi-
cal counterpart in the Buddhist concept of ‘composition’, ‘complexity’, ‘synergy’
of everything which is—a view supported by the fact that in Buddhism 7o be is
equivalent to fo be composed of. . ., to consist of. .., or to be concomitant with. . .,
However that may be, it is important to stress that, spsaking epistemologically,
“this idea in Buddhism is absolutely dzvoid of refl>ctive characteristics and presents,
-as such, a clear instance of objectification of each and every subjectivity.?
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2.1.04. Thus, the main metaphysical problem of Buddhist philosophy is the
problem of complexity of... everything. More exactly, every ihinkable pheno-
menon is complex, composite, in the sense that it can exist as a phenomenon only
in so far as it is complex. Complexity is an indispensable and powerful predicate
in a statement where a subject, of whatever kind, is of secondary importance,
and where ‘is’ is no more than a function of complexity of what is conventionally
considered as ‘being’.8

This ‘problem of complexity’ is presented in the Buddhist philosophical ap-
proach from three main standpoints which, though overlapping each other, are
distinctly discernible.

2.1.04.1. The first view, which I conventionally call the mentalist line, can
be observed in the philosophical attempts towards understanding of the mental
as complex, the mentality as consisting of various mental structures, and the mental
structures themselves as very complex phenomena of empirical mental life. However,
and this is speaking methodologically, a very important thing to note, the analysis
of mentality never began in Buddhist philosophy with the notion or concept of
mentality understood as a definite object of thinking, called ‘mentality’, or ‘mind’
(manas). On the contrary, we can clearly trace throughout the texts of the Suttas
as well asthose of the Abhidhamma that this analytical process started with a very
vague idea of ‘something which is mentality’ as the first step in understanding.
Then it goes on with investigation of the various empirically observed and observ-
- able things, facts and events ascribed to this mental ‘something’ as its constituents
and components. And only after that does mentality cease to be ‘something’,
and become a certain complex object, comprising all these things, facts and events,
and giving them their own respective transcendental meanings, that is, the mean-
ings of various mental states. Yet, once thought of or meditated upon as a com-
plex transcendental object, mentality changes into a ‘mental state of all states’,
that is, it changes from ‘something’ into, practically, anything. [When I say ‘all
mental states’, I m=an also those which were not empirically observed or otherwise
detected and described, but were rather thought of in terms of infinitude.] And
finally, mentality assumes izs owntranscendental meaning, that is quite independent
of that of ‘mentality as consisting of ... ’, changing thereby, from a ‘mental
state’ into a ‘state of consciousness’. It is ‘state of consciousness’ alone that allows
one to leave empirical ground and start thinking phenomenologically. That is,
to start analysing thinking itself in terms of consciousness and to start analysing
all possible mental structure in terms of unstructured consciousness. This state
of consciousness is no longer thought of as complex, but as an elementary dhamma,
an indivisible atomic unit of conscious existence. But howzver simple and unstruc-
tured such a state of consciousness may be, it cannot be prevented from becoming
again and again reinterpreted or reinterpretable in terms of mental complexes and
structures, when it is needed. These four steps in the analysis of mentality are
not to be apprehended as necessarily subsequent — there is no methodological
sequence of any kind here. We are dealing rather with simultaneous or achronic
acts of apprehension of mentality, so that each given fact finds its place either
among mental structures, or within complex mentality as such, or as a state of

3 GB-2061
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consciousness (which, of course, is also ‘mental’, but in a quite different sense and
on a quite different level of philosophical approach). i

2.1.0.4.2. The second, or dharmic line, that of states of consciousness, is
characterized by the permanent efforts in early Buddhist metaphysics to portray
everything which is thought to exist in terms of final units which constitute indi-
vidual streams of consciousness (otherwise called individual continuums of
thought). Within the context of this approach each state of consciousness, that is,
each dharma is, as such, elementary and non-composite, and each individual
continuum of thought is composed of states of consciousness of various kinds.
Similarly, each thing thought of or thinkable exists only in sequences of various
dharmas, and if understood in this sense, might be presented mentally as a com-
position of dharmas closely connected with each other in a sort of time-space
sequential configuration. If looked at from this angle, all things which either think
or which are thought of, are also dharmic although they are composite, as distinct
from dharmas proper in the sense mentioned above (see below, 6.1-3).

2.1.0.4.3. The third line conventionally called ‘sattvic’ (sattva—‘a sentient
being’) seems to be particularly difficult for our understanding (though I doubt if
its understanding was any easier in Buddha’s time), because the idea of the universe
never found its positive articulate expression even in terms of ‘something’, not
to speak of some thing. In this context the analytical approach was completely
forsaken by Buddhist teachers, if of course it ever existed. I think, it is here more
than anywhere else, that we can observe a simultaneous multi-aspectedness, so
typical of the Buddhist philosophical attitude towards the things external (but
not externalized). If we follow this line, there is no such ‘thing’ as ‘the whole
universe’, in distinction from the mentalist line where there /s something which
is mental. But at the same time, there are various sentient beings experiencing
various tendencies in accordance with which they find themselves in various
planes, spheres and modes (dhatu, avacara, gati) of existence, now placed more or
less hierarchically, now overlapping one another. But it is not the whole universe
which is hierarchically constructed and classificationally presented here. It is
these sentient beings, through and by which only such a construction and pre-
sentation is made possible. It is these sentient beings which are primarily, sepa-
rately and singly given in their beginninglessness—not the universe. For the uni-
verse, as such, arises, as it were, as a by-product of their aggregated sentience,
having thereby no being of its own. The main problem is that this sentience is
not a transcendental category in Buddhist metaphysics, and that is why it often
assumes a more naturalistic (naturalistic not in the sense of ‘Naturding’, but
strictly methodologically) than phenomenal interpretation.

2.1.1.0. A sentient being can be cognized neither as something (as in the
case of mentality before it has been dealt with analytically) nor as a structure,
nor as a transcendental state (as in the case of a dharma). A sentient being stays
as it is, remaining throughout hundreds of texts as an extremely odd notion which
presents, as I imagine it, a sort of ‘conceptual hole’” in Buddhist metaphysical
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terminology. It preserved its purely pragmatic and soteriological meaning until
it found its purely relativistic, and therewith, relatively negative explanation in the
texts of Prajfiaparamita, and thereafter assumed its final, relatively positive expla-
nation in the texts of the late Tantric Schools (of so-called New Tantra) in Tibet.

It is in the oldest of the Suttas of the Pali Canon that a sentient being appears
as primarily given and uninterpretable, yet it figures there as a concrete (and
what is a really concrete thing, needs no interpretation) subject of various ten-
dencies of a specifically religious character. I stress ‘religious’ here as distinct from
philosophical as well as yogic meanings, bearing in mind the Buddhist theory of
Liberation (or in Méll’s terminology—‘lysiology’)? and the conception of the Path.
The whole world then is to be viewed as no more than a mere function of all
separate existences of sentient beings, given that all the Buddhas remain outside
the universe of sentient beings, because Buddhas’ sentience cannot be cognized
objectively either as objective or as subjective. Strictly speaking, it is to this point
that the very beginning of Buddhology, that is, the science about Buddhas, must
be traced, the science where. Buddhas are thought of in terms of a zero-class of
non-sentient non-beings.1® Yet, in the Pali Suttas sentient beings still figure as
definite entities endowing the universe with a relative definiteness, though not
making it an entity thereby.

2.1.1.1. The first part of this work is devoted to the interpretation of several
passages and concepts of the Sutta-Nipata in the sense of the third line in Buddhist
philosophizing. I do not maintain that in such an old Sutta as this the description
of sentient beings with their classifications and symbols can be subsumed under
the rubric of a theory per se (i.e., ‘subjectively conscious of itself as a theory).
I am suggesting only that in these descriptions we can discern glimpses of some
subsequent theoretical concepts of a quasi-ontological character.

The Metta-sutta of SN might well be used as a basic text for our understanding
—however hypothetical—of the character and the role of the concept of ‘sentient
being’. In this text we do not find the real concept developed, only a term used
in a certain context, the interpretation of which is suggestive for the workmg
out of the concept itself.

2.1.1.2. The beginning of Metta-sutta contains a short description of a
‘person’ who has realized (abhisamecca) the Calm State (santapada), and a few
ethical precepts necessary in his behaviour towards other persons (which implies
indirectly that his inner mental qualities have already been perfected with respect
to the Calm State). Then this description abruptly comes to a stop and we see,
as it were, a direct address to ... and it is here that difficulties start—

May all sentient beings be happy!

This line serving as the refrain to verses 145 and 147 of SN still leaves us in uncer-
tainty as to the person to whom it is addressed. That is, whether it is addressed
to a person who has already realized the Calm State for himself and is now to
be turned towards other beings, or whether it is addressed to all other beings,
spiritually assisting them in their natural desire to be happy.

3*
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2.1.1.3. I am inclined to think that we are facing here a merely pragmatic
religious situationin which the whole universe is, as it were, divided into two parts.
One part comprises all sentient beings in their separateness from the Calm State,
and another comprises those in the Calm State, existing as if the inner mental
changes had already been completed whereby they became separated from the
world (loka) of sentient beings. This ‘appeal’ to happiness carries the meaning
of an intermediary and purely religious action by means of which those in the
Calm State are connected with those outside. That is, in this formula (which,
by the way, later became the textual basis for one of the most important and
widely-spread Mahayanist prayers) we are dealing with the sacred instrument of
Compassion (metta), with which the bridge between inner self-perfection and
outer natural status quo was constructed.

2.1.1.4. Secondly, this religious situation can be interpreted as an objective
one, that is, as a situation which becomes possible only when there is somebody
who can observe it from outside, from the point of view of the third person. This,
in turn, implies that such an Observation (anupassana, SN, 477, 723-759; also
‘observing’—pekkhamana, SN, 39) is performed only by the person who cannot
be identified in a positive way with either side in this situation, that is, either with
those who have realized the Calm State (Arhats), or with all other sentient beings.
I stress this objectivity in order to emphasize that ‘objective’ here is a meta-term,
an interpretational instrument quite distinct from the concept of ‘objectification’
(which is related to a specifically and technically yogic process of changing what is
‘the subjective’ into ‘the objective’, one’s body or mind, for instance). Here to the
contrary, the very notion of a sentient being is inherently and primarily objective.
Buddha, therefore, figures in this situation as the third person, though in the passage
itself He figures in the first person, and His words are addressed to all sentient
beings (understood as actual or potential objects of compassion)'* and are conveyed
through the Arhats already exempt from the class of objects. That is why a little
further on, when He turns again to precepts, He says to these Arhats (not to the
sentient beings, of course): ‘May he cultivate his mind in limitless compassion
towards all animate beings’ (SN, 149).

2.1.2.1. This objective situation gives us a very complicated picture of vari-
ous gradations of objects, one example of which is shown in the category of
‘animate beings’ used as a sub-class of all sentient beings.

In SN, 146-147, we read:

Whichever animate beings there are,

shaking or strong, without exception,

who [are] long or big,

short, infinitesimal, massive,

who [are] seen or unseen,

[those] who live far [or] not far,

those who [have] been or [still are] seeking for becoming
may all sentient beings be happy.
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2.1.2.2. The category of ‘animate beings’ (pa@mabhuta) is included in the
broadest category of ‘sentient beings’ (satta) together with the very different and
specific category of ‘beings’ or ‘spirits’ (bhiita).x? The latter is, as it were, opposed
to the even narrower sub-category of ‘man’, or, more exactly genus humanum
(manusiyapaja) in 222-223 of SN, where all spirits are aroused, extolled and
addressed in exactly the same manner as ‘all sentient beings’ in 146-147. The only
difference is that the spirits are asked in addition to help and protect men because
the latter bring them offerings:

222 Whatever beings have come together,
whether earthly or those of the intermediate space,
let all beings be glad.
223 Therefore, all spirits, all of you, take care of mankind,
and be friendly [to theml],
who bring you offerings day and night;
therefore, do protect them strenuously.

[I consider the last two verses to be of particular interest because the worship of
spirits is not denied or rejected by Buddha here, but rather neutralized, ousted
into the sphere of cult, of natural religion. And by this, the worship of spirits finds
its place as a thing naturally appropriate to all sentient beings who have not yet
realized the Calm State.J'3

The question, however, remains: What does it mean—‘whatever animate beings
(panabhiita) there are, either those who have become (bhuiza), or those still seeking
for becoming (sambhavesi, SN, 147)’?

2.1.2.3. At the very foundation of this rather strange classification of all
sentient beings (sabbasatta) is a very deep idea of the tendency to transformation.
There is no essence,1* but a mere tendency. On the one hand, it is a tendency to
grow and grow grosser and thicker, and on the other hand, it is a counter-tendency
to assume a form. In the course of development of this counter-tendency, we see
the passing of some sentient beings to the dynamism of a quite different character
and direction; they get thinner and thinner, subtler and subtler, until they become
‘mere forms’, ‘forms only’ (ripa) and even ‘formless ones’ (aripa) thereafter.s But
out of what are these tendencies supposed to grow and dynamize ? Out of nothing!
And it is because of this that the third tendency arises, as it were, from nowhere,
for it is not to be found either in nature or in counter-nature. It arises in a sentient
being able to rid itself of the first two tendencies. Thus we have a tendency to dis-
miss the primary dualism of these two tendencies and to establish a new dualism
of ‘what is and what is not related to nature’. This new dualism can be detected in,
or at least is deducible from, the beginning of The Sutta of Turning the Wheel of
Dhamma (Dhamma-cakka-pavattana-sutta).

2.2.1.0. At this point we require a ‘mechanism’, an ‘operator’, through which
this tendency towards transformation inherent in all/ sentient beings is brought
into action. It is to be found in a very subtle notion of ‘womb’ (gabbhaseyya) which
serves as the main modifier of everything which is externally related to a sentient
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being conceived as possessing or not possessing form. Form is understood in SN
as everything formal in relation to sentient beings, that is, in a much broader sense
than that in which this term is technically used in Abhidhammic metaphysics

So, in the SN, 29 Buddha says: ‘Like a bull having broken its bonds. . . I shall not
enter again a womb’. And again later (SN, 152):

He, disinclined (to embrace any) view,
perfect in conduct, with accomplished vision,
With greediness for sensual objects subdued,
(He) will never again go to a womb.

2.2.1.1. In this sentence of Buddha, ‘I shall not again enter into a womb’,
we have an example of objective causation (both in a positive and negative sense).16
Having accomplished the rejection of His subjective psychical life, He found him-
selfin a position where the very objectivity of karma (i.e., kamma, ‘work’, ‘action’
taken in its transmigrational aspect) had already ceased to exist. What we are
dealing with here is not only the subjectivity of feelings, emotions, or attachments,
but the whole of subjectivity already transformed mentally and intellectually into
conditions. These conditions cause joy (nandand) and sorrow (socana) in a sentient
being subjectively. But, if looked at objectively, these conditions participate in
producing man’s entry into a new womb. Thus; by becoming subjectively uncondi-
tioned (nirupadhi), a man on the one hand does not feel sorrow and joy (na nandati
na socati), and on the other hand does not enter a new womb (SN, 33-34). To put
it in a slightly different way, I would say that while a conditioned person thinks
that he feels badly because the objective conditions are bad, an unconditioned
person knows that all subjective conditions are bad because they make a sentient
being subject to objective conditions of renewed existences which, in turn, are bad
because they are the conditions.

2.2.1.2. The womb in SN figures as the very focus of all that is natural, and
to cease entering a womb seems to have been in early Buddhism the most concrete
and extreme case of anti-naturality.r? The expression ‘he will never again go to a
womb’ is coterminous with ‘he is going to immortality’, for the latter speaks of a
supernatural state, while the former clearly refers to a pure negation of nature in
its most essential process and function. On the other hand, the expression ‘he will
never again. ..’, which is at the very end of Mertasutta of SN, can be interpreted
as having its positive equivalent in the term ‘Qulet Place’ (or, ‘Calm State’)—santa-
pada found at the very beginning,

2.2.1.3. These observations should not be taken: to mean that the womb is
necessarily and actually present in the existences of all sentient beings who, in their
entirety, constitute nature. They mean only that every sentient being, irrespective
of the time or place it finds itself in, and at this very moment of observation, is
either born of a womb, or is going to enter it. - If looked at from this angle, the
womb can be conceived as if it were the centre of a field of certain ‘natural forces’
{that is, of those of ‘becoming’, ‘being’; ‘growing’) towards which all separate beings
are oriented in one way or another, phylogenetically as well as ontogenetically.
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2.2.2. The concept of nature set out here is purely dynamic, because it does
not imply the idea of ‘the whole of nature’ in its unity. That is, nature exists only
in completely separate beings, all of them sentient, whichas such, have either emerged
from the womb or are about to enter it (given of course, that there is no other di-
rection for them). That is why we read of sentient beings who are ‘seeking for
becoming’, that is, beings of whom nothing more can be said than that they are
‘sentient’ and directed towards the womb. Therefore, it can be suggested, as is
shown in SN, 145-147, that the notion of ‘sentient being’ is the broadest category
standing, as it were, on the very edge of the sphere of nature. Which in turn means,
that this notion covers not only all ‘beings’, but also those ‘animate beings’ which
have not yet become, that is, have not yet realized their ‘centripetal’ dynamism
directed towards the womb. The last line of the passage thus implies that there
are ‘animate beings’ who are not ‘seeking for becoming’, and it is because of that
that they will never again go into a womb.

2.2.3. Psychologically speaking, the characterization of sentient beings as
on ‘the frontier of nature’ is entirely negative, and hence insufficient to understand
them: it needs a further explanation. The sentient beings, described so far by
the Buddha in entirely negative terms, that is to say, as negatively oriented towards
nature, must have been offered a positive super-orientation. In fact, this super-
orientation is already contained in those lines where Buddha, speaking from (and
obviously of) Himself, said: ‘May all sentient beings be happy!” Immediately after
this he advises everyone to ‘cultivate an immeasurable mind of friendliness towards
all beings’, desiring to make their mind as it were reoriented in a completely posi-
tive way. This reorientation is expressed even more concretely in the following
verses speaking of one ‘whose mind is already disposed towards all beings’. It
seems to me thatwhat we have here is a subjective, positive, mental (that is, belong-
ing to mind) factor, going hand-in-hand with a more objective, negative (that is,
directed against nature) factor. The second factor exists as an alternative to the
natural drive towards the womb, and both of them constitute this new super-
orientation. But why ‘super’? In my opinion we are dealing here with a situation
in which one is clearly urged to cultivate such mental attitudes as will enable one
to contain the whole phenomenal world within the grasp of a particular sort of
Knowledge. The particularity of this Knowledge consists of its unique ability to
grasp the positive (as ‘mercifulness towards...”) and negative (‘away from. ..
the womb’) tendencies as one, thereby enabling a person who is endowed with such
knowledge to stand, as it were, on the very margin between nature and non-
nature. [Such knowledge, if taken in its operational aspect, assumes the term of
‘Re-knowledge’ (prajiia, paiifia), while if taken in its purely theoretical aspect, it
assumes the term of ‘Further—or—meta-knowledge’ (abhijiia, abhififia). Both .of
them in turn find themselves complemented by the term and notion of ‘recogni-
tion’ (afifiz), whereby they are referred to a concrete person as their bearer. And
both types of knowledge are, as it were, opposed to a different and ‘lower’ sort
of knowledge understood more as ‘cognition of objects’ and assuming the name of
samjfia.)
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2.2.4. There is another question left unanswered—can we call the womb
a ‘symbol of nature’? Or a symbol of something to be got rid of on the Way to-
wards Nirvana? And here, I am bound to say, the situation is ambiguous. Because,
forgetting for the time being the context in which ‘the womb’ has been used, and
passing to the broader contexts wherein it was and might have been used (it does
not matter whether it was before or after this one), we shall come to a series of
observations which can be summarized in the following way:

(1) The womb as a notion, reflecting two quite different and even contrary ideas:
(A) that of the whole of nature to be dismissed, that is, an abstract and absolutely
negative idea; and (B) that of the universal (and also ‘natural’) ‘instrument of
transformation’, by means of which alone, a sentient being can be born as a man
and thereafter become an arhat—in this case it is a more concrete and relatively
positive idea. It is obvious that in the latter case we are dealing with the womb as a
conditio sine qua non of Buddhahood too.

(2) The womb taken as a visual image, which evokes an idea of the ‘universal
container’ or ‘depository’ where everything is included in a potential, hidden or
notyet completely actualized state. However, as far as early Buddhism goes, nature
itself is thought of as existing in the state of actualization, which means that this
hidden potentiality might be referred to future Buddhas only, in which case we
are dealing with a more abstract and purely positive idea.

(3) The womb as a word, used to provide pupils or beginners with a verbal
instrument for their awareness both of their belonging to nature and of their
possessing the hidden capacity to get rid of nature. In this there is a concrete and
relatively positive idea.

If conceived in their connectedness, these three aspects of the ‘womb’ are to be
understood as the three forms, that is mental, visual and word-forms of the symbol,
the meaning of which cannot be defined otherwise than as ‘everything which con-
tains, or is being passed through’. Yet, and this is even more interesting, if we go a
little deeper into the symbolic situation centred around the womb, we will clearly
see that all tendencies (both centrifugal and centripetal) of all sentient beings are,
in fact, attributed to their sentience rather than to their being. In other words,
these tendencies are easily reducible to those of thinking as such. The womb then
serves as an object of thinking, or as a symbolic objectification of the process wherein
thought reflects its own tendencies as they are.

[2.2.5. There is one thing of overwhelming importance in Buddhist meta-
physics too often omitted by epistemologically-minded Buddhologists, even by
those of Stcherbatsky’s rank—the object of thinking. In Buddhist metaphysics the
object of thinking is apprehended as something totally different and completely
divorced from the object of knowledge and, thereby lying in a dimension quite
different from that subject to an epistemological analysis. First of all, the object
of thinking is absolutely unspecified: theoretically at least,it might be anything
excepting only what is unthinkable (acintya). This means that it is unthinkable not
because we cannot think of it, but because it cannot be thought of by the nature
of thinking itself (which, however, is nearly the same, empirically).]
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2.2.6. However, these tendencies towards and away from the womb, that

is, ‘pro and contra nature’, constitute only the dynamic aspect of the phenomenal

existence of this humdrum world (papaiica). In dealing with its static aspect we

have to return to the notion of a ‘sentient being’ as such, that is, of a ‘sentient

being’ viewed in its relative stability. What then is the most fundamental property

of each and every sentient being, whether we take it in actuality or potentiality of”
its ‘becoming’ a sentient being ? I think that this property may be defined as actunal

or potential possession of the six sensory organs (i.e., five plus mind or mentality).

The sensory organs are regarded in SNnotonly as essential to all sentient beings, .
but also as those relatively stable elements which find their cosmic correlate in the

relative stability of the world itself and serve as its main supporz.1® The six senses

are things by grasping at which the world acquires its ‘origination’ and its persis-

tencetogetherwiththe suffering and pain following from their dynamism. And this

‘grasping’ (upadana) figures within this second (static) aspect of phenomenal

existence as an instrumental category by which the consciously and ethically in--
different world assumes its conscious and ethical actuality. This actuality, in its

turn, contains the possibility of choice between letting the world continue as it is,

and getting rid of it together with its pain and suffering by throwing out all sensual.
graspings.

This ‘process’ is described in SN, 168-169, in a very clear way:

In what is the world originated (sampanna)?. . .

Having grasped at what, by what is the world afflicted ?

In the six the world is originated. . .

And, thus, having grasped at the six, by the six the world is afflicted.

2.3.0. Itisin connection with formthat the concept of sentient being reveals
itself in its most general features. Let us look at this passage from SN, 753-755:
‘[Those] who [are] formless, Oh Bhikkhus, are calmer than [those] with form’—-
this is one observation. ‘Cessation is calmer than the formless’—this is the second
observation. .. [and] the Master said this:

The sentient beings who experience form, and [those] who [are] inhabiting .
the formless [state],

Not apprehending [what] cessation [is]—they are going to be reborn.

[Yet those] who, comprehending the forms, are stable in the formless,

who liberated [themselves] in the cessation—these people [are] abandoning .
death’.

2.3.1. The problem of connectedness between the sentient being and form
can be considered phenomenologically. Thus, form—or the absence of form—-
can be thought of as a condition external to the ‘being sentient’ of the sentient
being. In this sense, for example, one or another sentient being is cognized as
existing in the sphere of form—or of formlessness—at the moment of our thinking
about this or that concrete sentient being. On the other hand, the form of a sentient
being might also be cognized as a result of his inner properties, thought of in terms.
of the above-mentioned general tendencies, that is, as a function of becoming (or



30 BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY OF THOUGHT

non-becoming) of sentient beings, if looked at as existing in the time previous to
the present moment. But again, in so far as at each and every given moment we
find ourselves in the universe where all results of all causes are present, we are
able to think of form as necessarily connected with the existence of at least some
‘sentient beings.!® For it is they which are present allthe time, beingeither endowed
with form or devoid thereof. Of course, form itself cannot be thought of as an
ontological category, though sharing in the quasi-ontological character of the sen-
tient being with which it is connected, actually or potentially. If considered within
the sattvicline of the Buddhist philosophical approach, form is interpreted in a way
quite distinct from that used in the dhammic line where form is considered in the
contexts of riipa-skandha and nama-ripa.

2.3.2. Therefore, as we see in the passage cited above, it is in the degree
of being ‘calm’ (santa) that form differs from the formless, and the formless from
Cessation. Thus, the quality of calmness serves here, as if it were fundamentum
differentiae in sentient beings, the very basis of their classification info these three
states, while the changes in the degree of this quality may well serve as the main
content of the notion of ‘becoming’. Side by side with this quality of calmness we
have in this passage another differentiating quality and perhaps even more im-
‘portant than the first—zhe knowledge, which is presented here as concrete know-
ledge of the state in which a sentient being finds himself, or his concrete knowledge
of two other states, particularly that of Cessation. By this I suggest that knowledge
here is a sort of ‘modifier’ of states, by means of which a sentient being can either
progress from one state to another towards Cessation or, at least, be stable in the
given state preventing thereby all possible degradations. It is in this sense that the
term ‘well-stabilized’ (susanthita) is used here, but of course as a secondary quality
of sentient beings that results from calmness—rather in the sense of a stabilizing
factor which cannot be found either among the main mental states or among ‘listed’
states of consciousness. Knowledge, on the other hand, operates in sentient beings
as the main dynamic factor which can exclude them from the spontaneous process
-of rebirth:

.. .(those) sentient beings who resort to knowledge, (they) do not go to a
renewed existence.
SN, 730.20

Looked at from this angle, ‘calmness’ and ‘knowledge’ may be presented as the
-static and dynamic (and thereby inner and outer) aspects respectively of the very
‘being’ of the sentient beings in its relation to form [a relation which might be
-quasi-symbolically marked by ‘+4°, ‘—’, and ‘0’ for ‘form’, ‘the formless’ and
‘Cessation’ respectively of sentient beings].

2.3.3. However, and I reiterate this point, one cannot cognize sentient
.beings reflexively. The old Kantian thought about the impossibility of introspection
in the science of psychology is fully applicable to this case. One cannot think of
-oneself as a sentient being, using only the mentalist criteria.?! That is to say, one
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has first to objectify the mentality as a whole, then to abstract oneself from this
whole, and only then to consider oneself as a ‘non-mental being’, cognizing all
sentient beings as such, i.e., apart from their mentality:

Who beholds the vanishing and rise of sentient beings wholly — (Him),
non-attached, Well-Gone, Awakened One, (I call a Brahman).
SN, 643.2

The case is quite different when one has to objectify oneself, thatis, to extricate
one’s personal mentality from oneself, and thus to be able to observe oneself as
a sentient being, however superior to all other sentient beings One might be:

He, the most excellent of sentient beings, the foremost person,
The bull among men, the most excellent of (human progeny...).
SN, 684.28

2.3.4. The matter is, however, more complicated. We have here the two
objects of knowledge, which constitute a phenomenological dyad typical of the
Buddhist philosophical approach as we see it in the early Suttas. The first object
is a sentient being together with its form and/or formlessness, its rising and vanish-
ing, and iis becoming and non-becoming (as we have already seen in the passage
referring to the sentient beings who have not yet become). [It is worth noting,
that in this verse ‘becoming’ (instead of ‘being’) plays a role almost analogous to
that of ‘form’. That is, ‘becoming’ can be considered, from a certain viewpoint,
as the focus of all natural tendencies of sentient beings related to ‘womb’ as their
symbol. If looked at ‘as such’, becoming also reveals itself by degrees or gradations,
as if it were a positive quality which, in fact, it is not.] The second object of know-
ledge is Cessation, known as the state (or perhaps more exactly, ‘non-state’) where
‘form’ and ‘becoming’ are not dismissed as non-existing (which we can see in the
cases of non-becoming and formlessness), but simply as not relevant at all. Thus
the Knowledge of Cessation, speaking objectively, consists in the nullifying of all
possible objective contents of such objects as form and becoming. As a result,
one and the same thing is known as one object, if considered in the sense of sentient
beings, and quite another, if considered in the sense of Cessation. If we observe
the passage cited above in SN 684, we can see the Buddha as one of the sentient
beings, while from the point of view of the Knowledge of Cessation, He is not a
sentient being, for His ‘being sentient’ is altogether unthinkable. And it is on
the strength of being observed from the former point of view, that Buddha Himself
can be thought of as one of the human progeny (paja) which, in its turn, is con-
sidered as « kind of sentient being, or even a sort of synonym thereof .2

2.4.0. Philosophically perhaps the most important point to note here is that,
once conceived of as a sentient being, Buddha, as a concept, remains purely
formal, as formal as the concept of sentient being itself. That is why any simi-
larity between a sentient being on the one hand, and a ‘living soul’ (jiva) in Jainism
and a Leibnitzian monad on the other hand, is superficial and superfluous, however
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obvious it may seem. For, in so far as we are dealing with this concept in the
context of SN and its commentaries, it is not endowed with anything like substance
or even quasi-substance at all.

Therefore we see here the Buddha figuring in respect of sentient beings as (1)
excluded from them on the strength of His knowledge of all of them as well as
of Cessation, and (2) as one of them and thereby one of mankind, when observed
objectively. Yet there is a third way in which He is again conceived as excluded
from all sentient beings. This time it is achieved by means of His inner actions
both of a reflexive and objective character, which is clearly seen in a particularly
interesting passage where a Muni is directly opposed not only to all other people,
but to the whole world of sentient beings.

Considering (‘counting’) the objects and destroying the seed,
He does not give way to lust for them;
Such a Muni, seeing the birth extinct

and leaving the reasoning behind, does not enter the number.
SN, 209.

2.4.1. In this passage the whole content may be classified into two parts.
One presents the facts which exist as such, while the other includes the actions by
means of which a Muni does, or does not, relate Himself to the facts given on
Table I.

Table I

Facts Inner Actions
Objects Considering (‘counting’)
Seed Destroying
Lust Not giving way to
Extinction of birth Seeing
Reasoning Leaving behind
Number Not entering

[Note that negative actions here figure in a completely independent way and on
one and the same level as positive ones. So, for instance, ‘not entering’ does not
mean a pure negation of ‘entering’ but constitutes together with ‘number’ a
separate semantic unit. It also means that ‘not entering the number’ and ‘consider-
ing the objects’ belong to the same level of abstraction.]

2.4.2. But what, after all, does all this mean?
(1) First of all, that He considers everything as a thing (vatthu), that is, as an

object, or rather an unspecified object, of His thinking; He perceives it as such,
without any connection with His subjectivity.?s
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(2) Secondly, the seed here (bija) is a symbolic term corresponding to a certain
structure of consciousness, where the natural tendency (which previously in this
text was associated with ‘womb’) is already abolished, or more exactly, is present
as already abolished together with ‘lust for it’.26

(3) Thirdly, a Muni, in spite of his still having such mental states as ‘consider-
ing’, ‘thinking’, ‘seeing’, is already seeing the ‘birth extinct’. That is, he is still
acting as all who are ‘born’ act, but ‘birth’, as a structure of consciousness, no
longer exists for him, ‘the seer’ (dassin). It means that birth here does not exist
separately, but only as being together with ‘extinction’, constituting a new struc-
ture of consciousness which in turn finds in ‘seeing’ a corresponding state of
consciousness (having nothing to do with that of ordinary or natural sight).

(4) Reasoning is left behind here in an unspecified way, because it figures mainly
as a synonym of practically all natural or ordinary mental functions.

(5) And finally, we come to the most interesting category, that of the ‘number’.
The number of what? Obviously we are dealing here with the number of all sentient
beings. That is, of all individual continuums of consciousness which have existed
all the time in the sense that there was no time when they did not exist. And what
is of particular importance, is that their number is a definite or limited one. This
means that the quantity of all sentient beings is calculable, if not actually subject
to a concrete calculation. This number cannot grow, although it is diminishing
all the time on account of those sentient beings who were and are excluded there-
from by going out into Nirvana. Let me note, by the way, that it is those ‘gone
beyond’ who were called in Mahayana-Sutras ‘incalculable’ and ‘immeasurable’
(skr. asamkhyeya, aprameya), while those ‘left behind’ were, in their totality,
related to as ‘the number’. However, there may also be another implication:
that each concrete birth (or, at least each human birth) contains in an objective
way a hidden possibility of being exempt from the number which serves, as it
were indirectly, as the symbolic term corresponding to, or perhaps hinting at,
a broader structure of consciousness. Perhaps this structure of consciousness
can be conventionally called ‘the totality of sentient beings understood as
the definite or limited’, in which case it will be opposed to ‘the totality of
Buddhas understood as the indefinite or unlimited’. In either case the ‘number’
symbolically corresponds to an everlasting cosmological duality of the conceiv-
able universe.

2.4.3. We have arrived at a philosophical impasse. On the one hand we
have a theory according to which an individual is an individual ‘continuum of
thought’ (cittasantana) or stream of states of consciousness (dhammas, that is).
And, according to the same theory, the relative stability of the existence of a given
individual continuum within one life-span is provided by, or rather manifested
in, its ‘name-form’ (nama-rupa), while the even more relative persistence of this
stream of consciousness throughout the whole chain of its existences might be
understood as attributable to some hypothetical, let us say, configurative principle.
This principle can be vaguely described as a persistent dynamic force due to which
various states of consciousness, however many different configurations they may
assume, have been configurated in such a way as to be recognizable in the case
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of the past, or predictable in the case of the future, as belonging to one and the
same ‘individual stream’.

On the other hand, we have the very comprehensive and factual, rather than
theoretical, picture of the universe as consisting of sentient beings which are
individuals par excellence, that is of beings whose individuality is already given
in the spatial separateness of their sentiences and, therefore, does not require any
further explanations as to their individual differences in terms of causes and
effects. Moreover, if looked at from this point of view, all sentient beings appear
not only as absolutely indivisible facts (that is, without any possibility of being
subject to further analysis), but also as facts existing synchronically, that is to say,
side by side with each other here and now. In which case both their previous history
(in terms of karmic antecedents) and future changes (in terms of prediction)
appear far more relative than their actual being.

Within the tenets of the texts of the Pali canon the gap between thews dhammic
and sattvic lines of individual existence seems to remain unbridged, if not unbridge-
able, partly because each of these two lines is possessed of a symbolism and even
mythology of its own. Speaking methodologically, this dualism in the understand-
ing of one’s individuality might, in a broader sense, become thought of as the
dualism of ‘one’ and ‘individuality’, where in the first term the notion of separateness
(from, let me say, ‘another one’) is emphasized, while in the second term the notion
of an intrinsic uniqueness.is emphasized. All attempts to reduce one to the other
remain futile, unless both of them have been reduced to a certain unifying principle
which was later introduced in the theory of PrajAaparamita.

24.4. The very application of the word ‘individualistic’ or ‘individual’
to the earliest Buddhist teaching is justified only in so far as we use it in a strict
terminological sense. It is so when Buddha spoke of the different kinds of individuals,
or maybe more exactly, different types. There is, however, a deep conceptual
difference between the Buddhist attitude and ours in this case. For when I say, for
example, that ‘John is the most irascible person I have ever met’, I suggest that
it is a person here to whom such an exceptional phenomenon of irascibility is
ascribed. This in turn implies that this phenomenon does not exist otherwise than
in being ascribed to him as a person. Contrary to this, in Buddhism it is not a
person through whom a mental state or a characteristic is manifested and exempli-
fied. Instead, we have here various mental states, the particular configurations
of which make an individual of a sentient being. Or, more exactly, it is the
configurations of mental states which make a sentient being belong to one or
another kind or type of individuals. [It might be supposed that a kind of individual
corresponds to a certain group of mental states assimilated thereby.] In practice,
the number of types or kinds of individuals is infinite, and that is why it might
well happen that some of them consist of no more than one individual, or even
do not include anybody at all, remaining, as it were, as pure psychological poten-
tialities awaiting their actualization.??

2.4.5. I know how tempting it is to be seduced into mythological parallels
concerning the question of ‘individuality’ (given that the last is understood as
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succinctly distinct from ‘personality’). Yet what we have to start with would be,
in any event, not merely a simple mythology (I very much doubt the very existence:
of such a thing, for any mythology is given to us as already a phenomenon of our
own cultural self-awareness), but rather some postulates of thinking, the origins.
of which could be sought for and unearthed somewhere else, in realms other than
those, where that thinking itself was traced, detected and reformulated. And then
‘mythology’ would serve as no more than a manner of speaking or a purely con--
ventional term by which the ‘realms other than those’ might be named.28

One fact, however, is very suggestive, that what we call ‘individual’ does cor-
respond to two (at least) terms in the Suttas—sakkaya and ajjhatta. The first
denotes, first of all, objective spatial separateness of a sentient being, the ‘bodily:
space’ of its sentience (wherefrom its literal meaning ‘with body’, ‘possessing
a body’). The latter stresses the reflexive character of a sentient being conceived
mainly in the sense of self-observation. Both of them, however, seemed to have
originated as secondary to, or perhaps, by way of predicates of, sentient being.
But all the four terms—sattva, sakkaya, ajjhatta and puggala—taken together,
may be regarded ‘mythologically’ as a nomenclature wherewith the disintegration:
or analysis (historically they are one and the same thing) of ‘person’ was marked.
Or, one may even take risks in conjecturing that it was these terms in which was.
reflected the transition from ‘personality’ of Indo-Iranian mythology to ‘imperson--
ality’ of Buddhism and, partly, Jainism.2?

2.4.6. The only imaginable bridge between the dharmic line and the line:
of sentient beings is to be sought at the point where a static and synchronous.
thought of a sentient being, as it exists in the present, that is, at any present.
moment, is allied to a thought of another being possessed of the same sentience.
That is, in this case we are dealing with a kind of analysis to which a sentient
being is subjected, an analysis in which the whole sentience in its entirety is to be-
compressed and squeezed out as one thought. In this case, this thought is conceived
of in its utmost ‘heaviness’ and ‘solidity’. And it is its oneness which in this case
excludes the possibility of thinking thereof in terms of states of consciousness.
(dhammas), because all states of consciousness belong to different groups and
follow one another at momentary (khana, ‘moment’) intervals.

2.4.7. Thus, a sentient being is presented in the passages above as a ‘being™
whose sentience does not possess any features obtainable or attainable by means
of outer observation. In other words, a sentient being is observable as a whole
only. Its thought remains unmarked, and that is why introspection is totally
impossible here, for the very meaning of introspection implies the direction of”
observation from outwardly observable marks towards a totally unmarked thought.
And I think that it could not be otherwise, for in the Sutta-Nipata we are dealing
with a specifically pragmatic religious situation conceived of as consisting of”
‘whole units’ of inconceivable complexity, irreducible to the data deducted
from the observation. The thinking of the sentient being cannot, for this reason,
be interpreted otherwise than as a simple and non-analysable entity, in terms of
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“which the whole world of religion was construed and realized as ‘compound’ and
-relatively existing,

12.5. If we turn to the Bhagavad-Gita, the text which in its extant form
must have appeared considerably later than the oldest Suttas, we find there a
theory of sentient being not altogether dissimilar from the Buddhist conception
-of sattva.
According to this theory, two basic entities are postulated. The first is the
“body’ (Sarira) that comprises the bodily organism, the sensory faculties with their
objects, the emotions, the mind and the intellect. This postulate is called ‘the field’
:(ksetra). The second is ‘one who knows the field’, ‘knower of field’ (ksetrajiia).
His knowledge (jfiana) discriminates between that which is ‘field’ (body, mind,
-objects, etc.) and that which is ‘no field’, i.e., which is ‘knower’. This knowledge
is the inherent potential property of the knower, which may or may not be actu-
.alized.3® )
Then sattva, the sentient being, arises from, or is a result of, the ‘conjunction’

‘(samyoga) of ‘field’ and ‘knower of field’. And the very phenomenon of sattva,
.as seen in the Bhagavadgita, can be reduced only to that combination of the po-
tential discriminative knowledge and its objects. Which means that as a category
.sattva is entirely confined to the ‘field-knower’ aspect of the atmanic cosmology
of the Bhagavadgita. And, indeed, if we look at the aspect of purusa-prakrti, we
"will have seen in the purusha (‘person’) not a potential knower but a quite real
‘experiencer’ (bhoktr) of pleasure and pain produced by his contact with the three
.gunas of prakriti. Moreover, in the context of the ‘brahmic’ aspect, it is bhiita
(‘a being’) that figures in juxtaposition to the beginningless brahman, not sattva.
The bhutas originate from the Great Brahman, their original womb; by him they
.are created, by him they are devoured, as the creatures do.?']-



NOTES TO ESSAY 2

1 E. Conze called the theory of Dharma ‘an ontological theory’, and he was entirely right to do
so, provided that his criteria of ‘ontology’ were basically theological and soteriological, and
that his whole approach to the problem was that of comparative philosophy or religion.
So when he says that ‘dharma theory is unique’, it means that it is unique as an ontological
teaching. Speaking metaphilosophically, however, an ontology can be seen first of all as a
tendency in the dynamism of philosophical thought and, therefore, cannot be seen as an
‘equivalent’ to any personal or impersonal ‘objectivity’ within a religion. See, E. Conze
(1967, pp. 210-11). See also T.R.V. Murti (1973, p. 14.)

2 See K. H. Potter (1977, pp. 1-2, 14-15).

3 See E. Husserl (1950).

4 See O. Rosenberg (1924, pp. 67-8). I am fully aware of the strictly epistemological character
of Rosenberg’s approach to the problem, which I follow for the time being only to dismiss
it entirely thereafter.

5 As for example: ‘... the body is not seen as it is’, SN, 194.

6 ‘He knows it [i.e., the body] thoroughly, for Heseesit as itis‘ SN, 202. But thereis a difference,
I think, between this passage and the following—‘the departure from the world [has been]
told to you as such’, SN, 172. For in the latter case we have a metaphysical concept of suchness
as already fixed and used in a more technical way.

7 1 think that the classical formulation of this idea is contained in the well-trodden passage
‘transient (are) composite dhammas’, Maha-Parinibbana Sutta (p. 64). This place is not
commented upon by Buddhaghosa as, evidently, too simple. My guess is that in the context
of the Suttas and even in such supposedly late ones as Maha-Parinibbana Sutta, the term
sankhara (usually translated as ‘composite’ or ‘compound’) is not necessarily to be connected
with the notion of samskrta-dharma of later Abhidharmic classifications of dharmas (as in
Th. Stcherbatsky, 1923, pp. 20-5, 95). I think that it cannot be argued that in the early Suttas
a certain essential difference was felt between spontaneously working and consciously directed
states of consciousness. As for instance, in SN, 731: ‘Whichsoever suffering originates, it is
all produced by composites (sankharas), yet by cessation of composites the suffering does not
originate’. While in SN, 734 exactly the same thing is stated about consciousness (vififiana):
‘Whichever suffering originates it is all produced by consciousness’, etc.

8 Considering the problem of samskaras as far too difficult to be treated en passant, I will make
only two remarks concerning its phenomenology. First, though dharmic, they cannot be
thought of either as consciousness or as psychic (cetasika), or as form (ripa) or as action
itself (kerma). Their meaning (not function) is to provide the cohesion of actions in space
on the one hand, and their connectedness in a time sequence, on the other. Or as we say,
that it is the fact of our being conscious of this cohesion and this connectedness that we call
samskaras. That is, so to speak, we call by this name the very fact of ourawareness of the com-
plexity of things and actions. Secondly, samskaras figure as attributed or attributable to an
especial kind of complexity, conventionally named ‘a person‘. Then the fact of their awareness
assumes an entirely different and very ambiguous character, for it becomes more and more
separated from a person itself, on the one hand (see below in Essay 6, note 17), though on
the other this fact becomes more and more thought of as the main factor keeping a person
together, i.e., making a person synchronically extant and diachronically extended. And it is
in this last sense that samskaras can be thought of as a source of a pure and (see 6.0.6.,
note 13) abstract intentionality to which any volitional act could be reduced. But, of course,
they do not belong to psychology, for they cannot be explained subjectively as a realand
concrete volition. Therefore, our volitions might be seen as their realizations (in both con-
scious sense and that of actualization). For volition (or will) as such has never been singled
out in Buddhism as a primary elementary state of consciousness, but remains all the time
either a secondary effect of the composedness of all that is composite, or as a derivation
of thought, a sort of ‘volition of thought’. See W. F. Jayasurya (1963, pp. 16, 19, 229). We
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may conclude these notes by saying that samskaras could be rendered as volitions only giver
their total previous desubjectivization. See, Anagarika Govinda (1973, pp. 95, 101) and
C. Rhys Davids (1930, p. 85).

This term was used by L. MAll (1968, pp. 54-62) in his paper read at a semiotical conference
in Tartu in 1965 and purporting to stress the ‘nullifying character’ of the Buddhist concept
of liberation.

The concept was introduced by the late David Zilberman in his Approaching Discourses (to
be published) to denote a purely pragmatic situation in the context of which the central
ontological idea should remain all the time undefined, and thereby it cannot be included in
the given system of ideas.

The idea of ‘sentient being’ with respect to compassion, if looked at phenomenologically,
would reveal two different aspects. The first aspect refers to a// sentient beings taken together
as one object of compassion, and regardless of any inner causal connection between their
own state and that of the Buddha who displays this compassion. In other words, it does not
matter why all sentient beings are the object of compassion, for the latter is displayed spon-
taneously. The second aspect takes into account specific conditions and facts pertaining to
sentient beings. Specific in the sense more concrete than, for instance, the fact of their su ffering
or ignorance. If taken in this aspect, they would be depicted not simply as suffering, but
suffering because of their previous deeds: ‘Heirs take their wealth, but a sentient being goes
in accordance with his action’ (Kamma). See Thera and Theril, v. 781, p. 76; Thera tr., p. 75.
Or else it is because of some inner conditions that sentient beings suffer: ‘Sentient beings,
deceived by thought (citta), delighting in Mara’s realm. . .’>, Thera and Theri, v. 1141, p. 139;
Thert tr., p. 19. .

Not for a moment do I consider these distinctions as possessing any real terminological or
classificational value. However, if taken within certain and definite contexts, satta, bhiita
and pana may assume their specific terminological meanings. Although, of course, in most
general contexts they are synonymous or at least, overlap each other all the time. See, for
example, ‘... Sakka, the lord of beings (Bhitapati)...’ in Thera and Theri II, v. 365, p. 158;
Thert tr., p. 37. Or, ‘Buddha, the Lord. .. has taught the Dhamma of the abolishing of all
suffering to animate beings (para)’ in Thera and Theri 11, 306, 371, pp. 152, 154: Theri tr.,
pp. 32, 33. It must be bornein mind, however, that para and bhiita may refer to satta as two
subdivisions of the whole class of satta, whereas such terms as puggala and jiva represent two
absolutely different aspects of individuality, figuring side by side with satta. See B. C. Law
(1957, p. 42).

I think this passage is a clear example of what could be called a ‘qualified pantheism’,
that is, when a religion is considered within another system of world-outlook (or another
religion) not only as an objective fact, but also as, shall we say, a separate phenomenon acquir-
ing its place, character, and meaning only with relation to this system. R. L. Patterson (1959,
p. 166) very pertinently remarks: ‘The Buddhists have shown us... how a system which is
basically atheistic, can inciude a qualified pantheism in which the ““gods’” are merely selves
which can rise to a superhuman level’.

T am not altogether sure whether or not there was a real ‘cult of bhutas’. The two books on
the subject (one pioneering and one quite recent) do not even mention it (J. Masson, 1942;
M. M. J. Marasinghe, 1974). W. Kirfel (1959, p. 111) writes: ‘Den Osten nimmt Mahasahas-
rapramardani ein. Sie ist schwarz von Farbe. .. Ihr Sitz ist die gliihende Sonne, auf der sie
in der Pose der Anmut sitzt, Bhiitas und Yaksas niedertretend’. Whereas A. G. S. Kariyawasam
(1971, p. 87-8) attributes to bhutas a more abstract and symbolic representation: “This
seems to be the most general term used in Indian languages...to mean invisible spirit.
...Buddhaghosa explains the term ‘‘bhiita’’ as non-human (amanussa) ...and it implies
that it signifies ‘devas’ in general...’

In SN 5, the essence (sara) is a technical term: “Who did not go after the essence in states
of existence (bhavesu). ..’ In this case, however, ‘being’ itself is seen rather as an individual
existence (and, to a certain degree as a profane life). This is so particularly in the ‘ascetic
contexts’: ‘Sumedha spoke: essenceless (asara) is the way of existence (bhavagata). . . either
there will be going forth for me or death. ., Thera and Theri II, v. 465, p. 168; Theri tr., pp.
46, 161-2, 165.
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15 At the same time it could be suggested that the opposition ‘form/formless’ does not necessarily
imply the idea of rebirth or time in general, and may well refer to the Buddha Himself. ‘(T)
formless one (ariipa), travelling far, wandering alone..,” Thera and Theri I, v. 1122, p. 100;
Thera tr., p. 102.

16 We could say, though, that those who are going to the womb do so either on the strength
of their ignorance, or because of their lack of the highest yogic knowledge: “The fool comes
to the womb (gabbha) again and again...,” Thera and Theri I, v. 101, p. 15; Thera tr., p. 13.
‘One comes to a womb and the next world, undergoing samsara in succession; another with
little wisdom (appapaiifio), who puts his faith in him, comes to a womb and the next world’,
Thera and Theril,v. 785, p. 77; Thera tr., p. 76.

17 ‘Naturality’, of course, serves here as a term of our own meta-language, though a certain
similarity could be seen in a Buddhist notion of svabhava.

18 So, however paradoxical it might appear, it is ‘thought’ (citta) or mind (manas) which, if used
as to what all psychical and mental life is reduced, constitutes and manifests the static aspect
of sentient being: ‘In ““mind”” we place ourselves in the ““is’’; in ““will”’ [connected first of all
with sankharas, see above, note 8] we place ourselves in the Becoming’. See C. Rhys Davids
(1930, p. 73). All this is in sharp contrast with Jainism, where the idea of inner dynamism
(as distinct from outer dynamism of dharma) manifests itself first of all in mind and the five
senses. See P. S. Jaini (1974, p. 73).

19 T think that here we can see the common Indian idea of objective causation by actions, which
in SN, 654 is manifested with no less clarity and wellnigh in the same words as it is manifested
in the third chapter of the Bhagavad-Gita.

20 ‘.. .(those) sentient beings who resorted to knowledge, that is who having known the Way

of Arhats and rejected defilements, got rid of the influx’, SNC 11, 730.

This problem is one of utmost importance and difficulty, for a state, once objectified, ceases

to be mental, as a person (puggala) once objectified, ceases to be a person. I agree with Ruegg

(D. Seyfort Ruegg, 1974, p. 104) that .. .in Buddhist psychology and soteriology it is the

mental aspect that normally predominates, and the psychological types which Buddhism

recognizes are then defined precisely with regard to their mental states’. The very word

‘normally’, however, I am inclined to regard as referring to a static (or initial) condition of

a psychological observation (which, in turn, also ceases to be ‘psychological’ and becomes

a phenomenological one).

22 ‘[He] who wholly knows the connection [with bodies] of [all] sentient beings, [as] manifestedly
resulting from all [their] qualities’, SNC 11, 643.

23 In the commentary on this passage we read: ‘The sentient beings comprise Gods, man, and
so on; the progeny comprises the remaining states’, SNC 11, 684.

24 This is clearly expressed in SNC 11, 654: “The world, or mankind, or the sentient beings—the
meaning [is] one, though [there is] a difference in expression’.

25 ‘Subjectivity’ of an object here would mean its connectedness with emotional and motiva-
tional spheres: ‘The recollection (sati) of one who thinks about a pleasant (piya) object
(nimitta) is confused [when he sees (its) form]’. Thera and Theril, vv. 794, 798, 800, 802, 804,
pp. 77-8; Thera tr., pp. 76—7. Nimitta in this passage is opposed both to vatthu and to aram-
mana when the latter is used in a yogic context: ‘I shall bind you [my thought] to the object
(@arammana) of recollection (sati) by force...,” Thera and Theri I, v. 1141, p. 103. Thera tr.,
pp. 66, 200.

26 1t is of an extreme significance that ‘seed’ is used here in the singular, i.e., as ‘only the one
seed left’. That is the seed, due to (or in connection with) which dharmas form the aggregates
(khandha). A person (puggala) possessing one seed only, can be regarded as an ‘extreme’ or
‘fringe’ case, wherein the only thing he has in common with all sentient beings is ‘structure
(of consciousness) itself’, i.e., taken irrespective of all its content. About ‘single-seeders’
(ekabijin) see Puggala—Panriatti I, p.p.' 3, 16 (No. 39); Designation of Human Types, pp. 7,
24. Thus existence of such a person and even his ‘person-ness’ are seen to be merely formal.

27 On the whole, the problem of individuality is far more complex than that. Its very actualiza-
tion is very ambiguous. On the one hand, it is a ‘neutral’ attainment: ‘Through innumerable
aeons they have attained inviduality (sakkaya)’, Thera and Theril, v. 202, p. 27; Thera tr.,
p. 25. On the other, it is regarded as very much a negative factor: ‘Seeing fear (bhaya) in
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individuality. . .’, Thera and Theri II, v. 339, p. 156; Thera tr., p. 35. At the same time, it
might assume a more reflexive character, as in: ‘Having arisen (samutthaya) within me, my
individuality (or, ‘subjectivity’—ajjharta) is quickly cooked...,” Thera and Theri I, v. 755,
p. 74; Thera tr., p. 73. See also SN 7, 174, where there can be seen something like a ‘yogic’
reflexion on ‘subjectivity’.

I think that, for allits brilliance, the Lévi-Straussian approach to myths is as biased as it is
elegant: ‘Le mythe, c’est 1’authenticité radicale. Je définissais cette authenticité par le cha-
ractére concret de la connaissance que les individus ont les uns des autres, mais rien n’est
plus abstrait qu’un mythe, A I’inverse de ce qu’il peut sembler. Le mythe met en oeuvre des
propositions qui, quand nous voulons les analyser, exigent de notre part un recours 3 la
logique symbolique’. C. Lévi-Strauss and G. Charbonnier (1961, p. 59). I think that his bias,
which reflects on the general methodological banality of the modern thinking about myths,
s caused by the fact of confusion of (a) ‘myth’ as our own cultural abstraction, with (b) ‘myths’
as their own concrete knowledge (interpreted in the sense of and by means of our own cultural
abstractions), and with (c) ‘myths’ as their own symbolic apparatus (which is an instrument
of their own interpretation and transmission of their own knowledge) which unfortunately
cannot be analysed by means and in terms of our own ‘logique symbolique’ (quel optimisme!).
These three different notions of ‘myth’ can be investigated first of all separately, and only
then a unifying phenomenology of myth may follow. I am aware, for instance, that ‘indi-
viduality’ itselfis a term of my culture, and that I could apply it to an ancient Indian context
only provided that it will be changed into a meta-term devoid of all my cultural characteristics
(i.e., becoming thereby an absolutely abstract notion). And then, strangely enough, it so
happens that in Vedic ‘mythology’ that what I call ‘individuality’ is opposed not to any sort
of ‘non-individuality’ or ‘impersonality’, but to ‘male entity’ (purusa) and, at the same time,
to a group of ‘extra-individual entities’, the individuality or non-individuality of which is
irrelevant and not articulate. Nevertheless, I aminclined to think that ‘personality’ (as opposed
to ‘individuality’ as well as to ‘impersonality’) played an extremely important role in the
formulation of postulates of early Buddhism.

My rather vague surmise is that the ‘Buddhist depersonalization’ might have been brought
about as a result, or consequence, of the synthesis of Indo-Iranian mythology where ‘person’
{of a deity) was present but relevant with some of the ‘indigenous’ mythologies, where
‘person’ was present but irrelevant. It seems to be possible also that the Vedic idea of a life-
force or life-energy, not necessarily connected with a person, might have served on the one
hand as one of preconditions for such a depersonalization and, on the other, as a ‘phenomeno-
logical step’ in the formation of what later became ‘living soul’ (jiva as distinct from atman).
See B. Heimann (1964, pp. 38-9).

The Bhagavad-Gita (X111, 1-6, 26-7, pp. 123-5).

Ibid., XIII, 15-6, 26, pp. 124-5; XIV, 3, p. 126-7. Zaehner entirely neglected this point in
his commentaries, and his rendering of sattva as ‘being’ and of bhiita as ‘contingent being’ is
as good as any other. However, he misses the point hopelessly in identifying samyoga of
‘field’ and ‘knower’ with the ‘union of matter and spirit’. Because, as can clearly be seen
from the context, ‘field-knower’ is only one out of seven (at least) aspects of the atmanie
cosmological scheme. See The Bhagavad-Gita (p. 347).



3. THE CONCEPT OF ‘MIND—AND—THOUGHT’ IN SOME
OF ITS ASPECTS

Preliminary Meta-Philosophical Remarks

3.0.1. Before dealing with the mentalist line of Buddhist philosophy, I
ought to introduce the reader to a broad meta-philosophical concept in terms of
which both ‘mind’ (or ‘mentality’, manas) and ‘thought’ (citta) may be adequa-
tely interpreted. When taking such a concept into account, we have arrived at
the following preliminary conclusions: (a) thought is cognized (safifiata) as gene-
rating all of its contents (or none of them); (b) thought is cognized as contain-
ing only its own mechanism of generation, which means, in turn, thatit is not
produced by any mechanism found outside it; (c) thought is, therefore, cog-
nized as either ‘thought as such’, or as its own generative mechanism, formerly
called ‘mind’ (or ‘mentality’); and (d) the notion ‘I’ or ‘self’ (arfa) appears as
either no more than a particular content of thought [having thereby *no meaning
(attha) of its own’ (anattd)], or as a simple, formal attribute devoid of any pro-
perties other than those already contained in the given thought which produced it.

3.0.2.1. If we try to interpret the Buddhist concept of mind as presented in
the Suttas (in the light of the insights generated by this metaphilosophical concept
conventionally called ‘Buddhistic’), we are able to single out certain distinctive
features of mind. First of all, ‘thought’ and ‘cognition’ (samjfia, safifia) here are
totally different from one another. They cannot be reduced to one another, nor
can they be expanded to include anything broader than either of them taken singly.
[1 stress again, that this is the case only in the Pali Suttas, for in the Abhidhamma
both terms be interpreted conjointly within manovifiianadharu.) In the context of
the present analysis, cognition cannot be regarded as thought, a type of thought,
a type of ‘thinking’ or, least of all, as hierarchically superior to thought.

3.0.2.2. Secondly, mind is not to be understood as a product of ‘individual
mentality’, for the mind’s individuality is irrelevant. When we hear or read that
‘one speaks or acts with a corrupted mind’, ‘one’ is simply a purely formal and
illustrative attribute having none of the psychological depth of ‘I’. Thus, mind
presents no more than one dimension of what in other philosophical or psycholog-
ical contexts is called ‘I’. I dare state that, from my own Buddhistic, meta-philo-
sophical point of view, an idea or belief might have existed in the apperceptional
field of proto-Buddhism, according to which it is impossible to observe the thought
and ‘I’ at one and the same time.t

Tosay that ‘mind isindividual’ is inappropriate in the present context, for mind’s
individuality has no relevance whatsoever to the analysis of its states and func-
tions.2 For, when distinguishing one mind from another, we deal with temporal chan-
ges more than with spatial differences. However, to say that ‘mind is not “I”’* only
means that ‘I’ is used thoroughly negatively and in a specifically Buddhistic sense,
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in contradistinction to the Upanishads, for instance, where ‘self’ is used quite
positively and as the central concept. But taking into account this same statement
(i.e., ‘mind is not “I’*°) there is also a strong implication that the very term ‘mind’
is used as if it were instead of ‘T’, that is, as if it were the psychological dimension
of ‘I’, but without ‘I’s’ ontological connections and inner religious correlates
{(i.e., when the individual potentiality of ‘I’ is linked with the non-individual abso-
lute of Brahman). Therefore, the term ‘mind’ denotes a situation in which the psy-
chological, mental dimension of ‘I’ is thought of as distinct from each and every
‘being’.

3.0.3. When we dealt with ‘thought’ (citza) at the end of the second essay,
we considered it to be the final result of our analysis of the concept of ‘sentient
beings’. And if looked at in such a way, that is, if looked at in anticipation of the
future results as presented in later Buddhist schools (particularly in the Vijhiana-
vada and New Tantras), thinking would appear as an object-concept, and by no
means as a meta-concept. Or speaking strictly methodologically, I would dare
assert that thinking would still remain a thing, although an extremely indefinite
one. It would be presented to us as the core of sentientness of a sentient being taken
inits dynamic aspect alone. And like a ‘being’ (satta), thinking would be under-
stood in a purely formal way, which is why it would remain non-interpretable
from the point of view of a broader meta-concept. I simply do not know of a con-
«cept by means of which it could be interpreted. For when Isay —‘Iam thinking’—
I cannot help but think that #hs thinking is mine. That is, it bears observable fea-
tures of my mentality and is, therefore, not only mine, but mental too. It is mental
in so far as it is psychologically interpretable, which, in turn, means that it is an
act of thinking about such thought, and is therefore marked either subjectively, by
my own personality, or objectively, by objectively observable results (in this case
this very text of mine is a ‘result’ of the fact that ‘I am thinking’). And one cannot
interpret what is unmarked in terms of what is marked—one can only do it the other
way round.

Hence thinking which is ascribed to a sentient being is broader as a concept than
any meta-concept which can be thought of or invented (see 6.15).

3.04. Therefore, to get at what is related to thinking, we have to leave for
the time being the ‘line of sentient beings’ and turn our attention to the Buddhist
concept of mind or ‘mentality’, as it is, treated in the Suttas. Mentality, in the
framework of which thought appears, figures now as one of its components (i.e.,
as a mental state), now as the main content of thought, now as its object and now
as a substitute of thought. Thought, as far as it is understood to be mental, ceases
to be a formal concept and thereby turns into a compound notion endowed with
content. This in turn, entails a completely different religious (i.e., pragmatic) role
for thought than that which it played in the context of the sentient beings. This can
be understood in the following way.

The sentientness of sentient beings fails to bear a mark of connectedness and
relatedness to the state of Buddhahood or Nirvana, not to mention its belonging
to one or another ‘sphere’, for example, that of ‘form’, of the ‘formless’ and so on.
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For, if conceived of as one’s sentientness, it is individual, but not personal. And
this means that although separated totally from one another in space and in time,
sentient beings have no individual or personal links with which their sentientness
may be linked to the absolute. This is so because here the absolute refers to non-
sentientness. That is why, in the Sutza-Nipata, Buddha ‘extols them all [all “beings”,
that is] to happiness’, and produces, thereby, a formalreligious connection between
those who no longer belong to the number (collection, class) of sentient beings and
those who still remain in that class (that is, who remain in what can be called a
state of ‘formal’ or ‘natural’ religion). It is extremely interesting to note that a
special term for such a notion of ‘individuality’ did not exist in early Buddhism
because it was taken for granted that any manifestation of sentientness existed
individually only, and, therefore, there was no need for denotation. Let us say that
the idea of an individual instead of a man, and of an individual instead of a person,
was perhaps introduced into the Indian philosophy of the pre-Buddhist period
by Jainas (in the concept of ‘living soul’, jiva being conceived of as absolutely in-
dividual), and then partly adopted by ajivaka, and finally treated in the Suttas as
something totally self-evident. Usingtheword ‘individual’ as a metatheoretical term
and applying it to the concept of sentient being, I am fully aware that it does not
follow that thinking is individually marked—but that it simply cannot be thought
of in any other way than as individual. For any mark or sign always indicates
either directly or indirectly, that there is a condition by virtue of which a relation
between two things is what it is. In so far as this condition changes, the relationship
changes, in which case we find another different sign, or no sign at all. Hence, the
individuality of thinking is totally unconditional in this context, which is why a
sentient being assumes some formal features of the ‘being’ understood in a quasi-
ontological way.

Within the mentalist line of Buddhist philosophy the sentient being disappears
along with its ‘thought-thinking’ and its formal religious connections, and we are
left with ‘mind’, a compound object. This object possesses not only an analysable
inner complexity, but it possesses a complex outer capacity to change everything
into itself as well. Or, speaking in terms of a meta-approach, there is the capacity
to inter pret everything non-mental in terms of mentality (as described in the Suttas).
However, we cannot say that we are dealing with one’s mentality, for ‘one’ is an
individual having (as was mentioned in the second essay) ‘one’s’ own mentality
together with the five other senses, while by mentality we really refer to something
which is, at least in principle, infinitely divisible and classifiable. And, even when
it is an object of outer observation, it has the features and marks which can be
only acquired as the result of a reflexive procedure. And this, in turn, means that
in contrast to the previous case where we dealt with sentient beings, the mentality
possesses some of the space-time characteristics of a psychological object, or speak-
ing more exactly, of the only psychological object imaginable.

3.0.5. However, there is one basic distinction between our own understand-
ing of what psychology is and the Buddhist understanding of it. To us, psycho-
logy was and still is a science which is natural, that is, which reflects the basic con-
cepts of human nature and is, at the same time, a humanitarian discipline which
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reflects the basic concepts of human culture or of a culture. From the Buddhist
point of view, a ‘human’ being is nothing more than an accidental case of the uni-
versal idea of a sentient being. The idea of a ‘human’ being is to be dismissed as
soon as we deal with psychology (although it is relevant when we deal with strictly
Buddhological problems). At the same time, it has nothing to do with culture, for
the latter was simply never treated as an object of thinking by the Buddhists, let
alone as an object of a mentalist analysis.

3.0.6. The acultural character of early Buddhist Teaching indicates that
the meaning of one and the same notion changes, depending on whether it is used
in the context of either a cultural or an acultural system of thinking. And this is
why, for instance, the term dharma refers to very different states of affairs in the
Upanishads (where culture is taken into account on the lower levels of the Teaching),
in Jainism (where culture is irrelevant but still present), and in Buddhism (where
culture simply does not enter into the system at all ). Yet it is not enough to say this.
For I must also emphasize that the religious attitude of early Buddhists was con-
sciously directed away from (though not against) Brahmanical religion and was
therefore strongly acultural in its unspoken and initial postulates. Yet there is
more to say: the very conception of mentality in early historical Buddhism does not
seem to be in any way connected with any religious experience whatsoever, except
its own. This might even give the impression that in early historical Buddhism
some non-Buddhist yogic experiences were realized, analysed and reworked so
that they could be used without their previous or actual religious contents. In
this connection, such experiences were simply taken as such, and it was only after
that, in the course of further developments, that Buddhist yoga assumed a speci-
fic religious content of its own.

3.0.7. It was, I suppose, in this pre-Buddhist (or proto-Buddhist) yogic
experience, in which the cultural line of Vedic and partly Indo-Iranian mythology
ceased to be reinterpreted, that we find the emergence of new objects of inter-
pretation.? In effect, what might have occurred was that some yogis of the sixth
century B.C. turned from symbolic interpretation of certain culturally-bound enti-
ties and events to inner-directed analysis of their own interpretative mechanisms.
This might have happened in three ways (or stages). First, they left behind the
idea of the ‘Universal Male (or Androgynous Being) and developed the idea of
an individual living soul (as in Jainism), an individual sentient being (as in proto-
Buddhism) or an individual consciousness (as in Ajivika). Secondly, they forsook
anthropologically contentful religious mythology in order to shift to the idea of @
living being (regardless of the status of such a living being, i.e., either human, or
divine, or animal status). Thus they dismissed the mythological concept of ‘the
universe as unity in space’ (as well as that of its uniqueness in time) and adhered
to a new idea of universal complexity and process. And one thing more must be
added: this strange ‘shift” was on no account achieved simply by changing from
one type of mythology to another type, or by reinterpreting one type of mythology
in terms of another one. What occurred was the dismissal of the most basic notion
in hypothetical Indo-Iranian mythology, that is, the notion that macro-anthropos
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is one event. And those who consciously dismissed this basic notion (for I simply
cannot believe that it was spontaneously forgotten or otherwise discarded) found
themselves in an ‘empty place’ which, as it were, was waiting to be either filled
by another mythology, or occupied by a different non-mythological type of consci--
ousness.*

3.0.8. If looked at meta-philosophically—that is, from the point of view
in which a certain concept or ‘Gestalt’ is considered as such, regardless of its place:
within a given body of concepts and regardless of whether this body of concepts.
is considered religious, mythological or purely conceptual (i.e., philosophical)—
Indo-Iranian mythology is observed as consisting of elements having merely-
objective significance. This means that whatever concept we deal with would remain
the same when observed from at least two points of view (not including the point
of view furnished by my meta-approach). So, for instance, ‘ritual action’ (yajiia)
in the Vedas and Brahmanas would be considered as one and the same, this regard-
less of whether or not it is outwardly (physically) manifested, inwardly experien--
ced, or symbolically interpreted. In an analogous way we may see in the concept
of Purusa a type of consciousness, the content of which is ‘the cosmic man’, or
‘the universe as man’. The idea of arman might then appear as the result of a sub-
sequent or simultaneous interpretation of this type of consciousness in the sense of”
universal predication. In this case, atman serves as the only real predicate to all
thinkable and conceivable subjects. That is why atman not only acquires ontolog--
ical status, but turns out to be independent of the above-mentioned anthropolo--
gical type of mythological consciousness, and interpretable without any relation
to this type, provided, of course, that all other predicates are suspended. By acquir-
ing ontological status, atman can be conceived of both subjectively and objecti--
vely, while Purusa, though it can wish, cannot be analysed as something which.
wishes and, at the same time, simply 7s, for it remains an object only. With regard.
to atman, if it wishes or thinks, its wishes and thoughts may, from a certain point
of view, be labelled ‘objective’, while from another point of view they may be la--
belled ‘subjective’. The disappearance of arman from the scene of yogic exploits
(by the middle of the sixth century B.C.) produced a situation where mentality
was explored as still another, yet not absolute object. At the same time, mentality-
was a ‘place’ where, incidentally, its meanings were to be fixed as a given men-
tality ad hoc. However, in principle at least, a ‘person’ could also figure in the con-
text of mentalism, having already been deprived of the cultural characteristics of "
anthropological mythology, but waiting, as it were, to be endowed with the diffe--
rent characteristics or marks of the Great Person (mahapurusa) as it is found in
the early Suttas. And I think that it is in the concept of pudgala that we find the-
features of this ‘transitional subject’ of mentality. All this was the case, given that
the objective mythological concept of Purusha was forgotten, given that the ob--
jective ontology of atman was put aside, and given that the concept of a sentient.
being (too objective to serve as a ‘bearer’ of religion) was confined to its purely-
formal use. The notion of pudgala (or of the ’as it were a person’) remained as a.
vague substitute for ‘something mental’. It did not stand specifically for a ‘human:
being’, but for ‘something’ about which one can say nothing, unless there be a.
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mentality already attributed thereto. Yet even then, it remains a secondary and
-derivative of ‘a mentality’.

3.0.9. This process of ’de-anthropologization’ (i.e., of the partial elimina-
tion of Indo-Iranian mythology) was carried out during the pre-Buddhist period.
Hence, during the so-called proto-Buddhist period, mentality was analysed and
attended to as ‘one’s’ or ‘anybody’s’, and not necessarily as ‘human’, or as ‘his’
-or ‘hers’. But there was another powerful tendency in this proto-Buddhist yogic
movement, which, I suppose, was never singled out by yogis themselves. This was
due, I think, to the simple fact that the very notion of ‘culture’ was totally absent
there. Here I refer to the total disregard of ethrnocentric features in proto-Buddhist
philosophy. [May I emphasize that the notion of ‘culture’ is also absent from my
meta-approach, and that I use it as no more than a meta-term designating an
.abstract European world-outlook, and only when it is confronted or contrasted
with an Indian world-outlook.] I venture to submit that the objective process of
deculturization (i.e., the neutralization of the notion of culture) in proto-Buddhism
was carried out to such an extent, that the very possibility of returning to ethnical
definiteness was eventually nullified. Nevertheless, in saying this, I stress that
such a process can only be understood from the point of view of an external ob-
:server, and as such, it remains relevant only in the context of my meta-approach,
where such notions as ‘culture’ and ‘race’ lack philosophical significance and are
only used for the sake of comparison. I suggest that this process (whereby the
-concept of culture was emptied of its significance) was extremely important in
facilitating the investigation of mentality by clearing it of all ‘accidental’ pheno-
mena. Thus, the manas (or ‘mind’, ‘mentality’)—after having been entirely demytho-
logized, deculturized, de-ethicized and, even dehumanized—is the main object
-of my investigation in this essay.5

.3.0.10. When I spoke of the absolute objectivity of myth, I was bearing in
mind that, if looked at from within a stream of tradition, a mythological structure
«cannot be inferpreted in any way (least of all psychologically). And that if an out-
:side observer viewed the same structure, he would, if necessary, come up against
:the same non-interpretability. The uniqueness and fixedness of a mythological
«event may permit a participant in a mythological situation to interpret his own
mental states (in the terms of the given myth), but the opposite relation of inter-
pretation is not possible. That is why one can talk about ‘mythological thinking’,
but not about ‘psychological mythology’. For the latter deals with the mental
content of myths and presupposes thereby the possible existence of variables in
ithe (subjective) interpretations of myth. This is so because of the fact that in a
myth all mental contents are non-mental, and the process of demythologization
‘begins exactly where the pragmatic level of mythology starts its own ‘subjective’
interpretation. So did yogis during the pre-Buddhist era, which did not prevent
them from using some specifically mythological terms, plots and situations as
textual forms—but their thinking was not moulded by these forms.

3.0.11. However, to say ‘there is a myth’, or ‘it is a myth’, one would not
-only have to point to a certain thing existing as an object of one’s thinking, but one
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would also have to fix such an object outside one’s own thinking. This would have
to be done in order to be amply aware that one’s thinking itself lies outside this object
and all other such objects, constituting thereby a class of objects entirely different
and clearly distinct from that of ‘the things mythical’. By this procedure of thinking
the other aspect of absolute objectivity of myth is established, where a myth is
presented as a ‘construct’ or ‘constructed object’, comprising some specific traits
and features of thinking (i.e., those directed outside, toward mythical objects).
It is the aspect of thinking which is not subject to the mythological (in this case)
objectification, (i.e., it is the non-objectifiable core of thought) which starts being
thought of as the absolute in relation to a mythology. But, of course, such a formu-
lation can preserve its integrity only provided that it is mythology which is objecti-
fied, for there are many other things subject to objectification, including thought
itself. Yet as far as it is revealed in the Suttas, thought remains exempt from such
objectification.

3.0.12. While adopting the term ‘objectification’ for use in the meta-philo-
sophical approach, I have to note that there is need for another meta-concept
which corresponds, partly at least, to the myth—that is, the concept of empirical
consciousness. The notion of empirical consciousness, although it evokes certain
European associations, might still be used to refer to certain types of thinkable
objects and to the act of thought which refers to them. ‘Absolute’ thought might
then correspond to the concept of non-empirical consciousness, that is, to a type
of consciousness which does not deal with objects and which cannot be termed an
object. This distinction is clearly drawn in the Suttas and is quite different, if not
altogether different, from comparable Abhidharmic classifications.

3.1. Mentality and Thought within the Context of an Objective
Religious Situation

3.1.0. The ‘objective religious situation’ is a meta-concept construed in the
following way:

(1) Such a situation is called ‘religious’, for it is described in the text itself (SN
222—236) as an already established connection between men and the object of
their worship, the ghosts (bhiita). This connection also contains various sacrificial
acts, such as offerings, oblations, and so on.

(2) Such a situation is objective, for it is in no way related to the mental states
or events of man (as opposed to those of ghosts or gods); all such states are ob-
jectively irrelevant.

(3) Such a situation is also objective in the sense that the Observer of this situ-
ation, the Buddha, does not identify with it in any way, though He may include it in
the context of Hissituation (by including it, for instance, in His textual pronounce-
ments). But this, in turn, might be thought of as ‘religious’, if looked at from
anothzr locus of observation (which is in our case, that of my own meta-philo-

sophy).
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(4) The Observer in this situation is on the level of Final Liberation or, speak-
ing Buddhologically, is on the level of Complete and Perfect Awakening (samy-
aksambodhi) to which this religious situation if taken as such, has no relationship
whatsoever. However, if considered as the natural status quo of one’s (or anybody’s)
religiosity, this situation figures as a starting point or preliminary stage on the
Path to Complete and Perfect Awakening. [I would like to suggest here that in
the former case this situation is not marked, while in the latter case it is. But this
is another matter which will be discussed latter.]

Now let us return to the passage in our text, in which ghosts are treated (SN,
SNT).

222 Whatever ghosts have assembled there,
whether earthly or those of intermediate space,
may all ghosts be happy-minded,
and let them all listen zealously to what is said.

223 Therefore, all ghosts, do all of you pay attention
[and] show friendliness to human progeny
who day and night bring oblations [to you];
Therefore, do you protect them undistractedly.

225 The extinction, the getting rid of passion, the excellent immortality,
which Sakyamuni attained with composed [mind]}—
there is nothing equal to that Dhamma.
This excellent jewel [is] in the Dhamma.
By this truth may there be Well-being.

226 The purity which the best of Buddhas extolled,
the concentration which they call uninterrupted—
there is no concentration equal to that. ..

227 The eight [kinds of?] persons praised by the True Ones,
[who] are [in] these four pairs;
they, the Hearers of the Well-Gone—
[what is] given to them will bear the great fruits.

228 [Those] who [are] with steady mind,
devoid of [desire for] sensual pleasure, [they] applied [themselves] well
to the Doctrine of Gotama [and] attained immortality. ..

230 [Those] who experience the Noble Truths
well-taught by the Profound Wisdom (of Buddha)—
they will not take the eighth existence,
even if they are strongly distracted.

231 Together with attainment of [this] outlook,
even one’s three dhammas are left behind :
the view of reality [of one’s] self, doubt,
and [the idea of] whatever moral prescription or observance is (accompli-

shed).

He is also totally liberated from the four hells
and cannot commit [any of] the six crimes.

232 [And] even if he makes a sinful action
by body, speech or thought,
[it is] impossible for him to conceal [it],
[for it is] said (to be) impossible (for one who has) seen the State.
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235 The old [is] extinct, the new is not to become;
those with thought averted from the future existence,
with seed extinct, without desires growing—
they, the stable ones go out like this lamp.

236 Whatever ghosts have assembled there,
whether earthly or those of intermediate space,
let us worship the Tathagata revered by gods and men,
may there be Well-Being.

3.1.1. The ghosts or spirits to whom this invocation is directed and who
are described here as worshipped by men (human progeny—manusiyapaja) cons-
titute the frame of a religious situation which, in turn, is included in another reli-
gious situation—that of invocation to the Three Jewels, that is, to the Buddha,
the Dhamma and the Sangha. In fact, we have put three texts of situations, as it
were, within one another in a rather whimsical way.

3.1.1.1. The first situation (A) comprises ‘the eight (kinds of) persons’
(puggala) the four of whom are those ‘entering’ (patipanna) upon the Path, and
the other four are those already firmly established (¢hita) on the Path and enjoying
the fruits (phala) thereof. It contains a clear characterization of mentality and know-
ledge of these persons, some of whom are called the Hearers (savaka) of the Well-
Gone (sugata), that is, the Buddha, and the Stable Ones (dhira). The chief of these
characterizations are: (1) steady mind; (2) absence of desire for sensual pleasure;
(3) absence of distraction. Then follows non-accumulation of the three dhammas
namely: (4) the view of one’s self as real (sakkayaditthi); (5) the doubt (vicikiccha),
and (6) the idea of one’s moral or religious achievements. The other five are:
(7) inability (abhabba) of concealment of one’s crimes; (8) seeing the State;
{(9) the thought averted (virarta) from future existence; (10) the seed (bija) extinct;
(11) no desires growing.

All these qualities but the tenth in one way or another reflect concrete states of
one’s mentality, although (8) may be conceived of as a marginal mental (or not
altogether mental) state, the very being of which is conceivable only on account
of the objective (and in this sense, not mental) State of Nirvana. But I will return
to this a bit further on in connection with Situation C. (10) is of particular interest
here because the notion of ‘seed’ sends us back to the concept of ‘sentient being’,
while here seed is given in the mentalist context. Much later, especially in the trea-
tises and commentaries of the Sautrantika school it assumed its full metaphysical
and ethical meaning tied up with the ‘rise of thought’ (citzotpada) in the individual
continuum of thought (cittasantana), and in the Vaibhasika School where it was
denied an independent status. In SN (see 77 as quoted in the previous essay —
‘...with the seed annihilated...”) ‘seed’ is still an intrinsic and, so to speak,
natural tendency deeply implanted in one’s mentality and underlying each and
.every thought, in so far, of course, as a thought produces either bad or good karmic
effects. If we view the first line of SN 235 as if we were viewing the content of a
thought, we can find in a ‘seed’ the inner capacity which, although it is not a
thought, nevertheless predetermines the rise, continuation and repetition of
thoughts, and which leads to certain effects in a future existence. That is why the
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event of extinguishing a seed is included in the context of the stanza beginning
with ‘the old is extinct, the new is not to become, those with thought averted
from future existence...” For we are faced with a definite content of thought
which in itself denies the process of existing in all of its phases. It causes the effect
of ‘reversal’, whereby the seed becomes extinct or is annihilated. The direction of
denial is in this case from top to bottom. Thisis so because the only thing which is
empirically dealt with in this stanza is thought—not a person, or an ‘I’—although
in the end we do come to a point where we meet something which gives thought
its karmic direction, and which might only be changed with the change of thought
itself. So, the seed cannot be identified with a mental state, or even less with a
non-mental state. But what is important is that the concept of seed stays in situa-
tion A apart from any connection with situations B or C.8

3.1.1.2. The second situation (B), which is called the ‘objective religious
situation’, is marked by the invoking of ghosts. It implicitly includes all kinds of
sentient beings, taken in their mutual relationship of ‘worshipper—worship—
worshipped’. It also includes all states, events and conditions which exist objec-
tively, as for example (1) the endless cycles of existence; (2) karma as an automatic
mechanism of retribution; (3) the four hells, and so on.

I think that it is impossible to find any other concept which is as misunderstood
by European and modern Indian scholars as karma. To understand karma one
ought to bear in mind that it is a specific type of force or energy which works
spontaneously and in a totally impersonal way. And it is not ‘persons’, but certain
actions that are subject to it, inasmuch as we are confined to situation B, where
actions are not reinterpreted in the sense of thought (as we will see them reinter-
preted in the next essay). As long as we remain in situation B, thought is to be con-
sidered as if it were an action, which preserves its role as a general karmic denomi-
nator. Nobody (and no thing) can change karma or reverse its course, which,
however, does not preclude the possibility of one’s being exempt, so to speak,
from the ‘field’ or ‘space’ where karma works and where it will work regardless
of one’s presence or absence. If thought of in this latter manner, karma has nothing
to do with future reincarnations (‘wombs’) or with persons who are to be reincar-
nated. For the only thing it really does is that it connects cause with effect. And by
this we do not mean that it produces causes and effects. That is why I clearly
distinguish between (1) existence, (2) karma, and (3) a particular case of existence,
or ‘hell’.

3.1.1.3. And finally, the third situation (C) contains the Buddha Sakiyamuni,
the Teaching (Dhamma) and the Congregation (Sangha)—the Three Excellent
Jewels (ratana panita). A general cover term for this situation is ‘the State’ (pada)
of Nibbana.

The ‘super-mental’ characteristics of the Buddha (as opposed to the s¢ll-mental
ones described in (A) are: (1) purity (sucr); (2) uninterrupted concentration of
thought (@nantarika samadhi); (3) profound wisdom ( parifia).

Situation C can be viewed in a two-fold manner. It can be identified with a
concrete, historical Buddha as well as with other ‘super-personal’ Tathagatas,
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Sugatas and Completely and Perfectly Awakened Ones. Or, it can be present as.
‘the State’, which is completely impersonal. The double character of situation C
becomes clearer when we pass to its effects on situations A and B.

First of all, Cisrelated to A and B taken together, and in this relation it figures.
as the Universal Truth (sacca), whereby Universal Well-Being (suvatthi) is to be
had. [Although, if referred specifically to A, it might be interpreted as ‘Final
Release’ or ‘Salvation’.]

However, if taken in its relationship to A only, the situation C presents a new
pattern of religious connections, in which the Tathagata and His Pupils are objects.
to be worshipped by gods and men, whereby the fruits or results (phala) are to
be had. The fruits and results are still understood ‘karmically’, that is, wholly in
the sense of an objective religious situation.

Situation C establishes a direct connection with A (i.e., ‘directly’—not through.
situation B). This connection may be viewed in three ways. The connection can be
viewed, first of all, as a factor leading to immortality (amata) which might be in-
terpreted here as standing in general opposition not to mortality, but to renewed
existences (bhava). In this context it would be interesting to turn our attention to
the initial line of Dhammapada, II—‘Undistractedness is the path to immortality
(appamado amatapadam)y—adding to this that in SN it is said that ‘even if they
were distracted (pamatta), they are to achieve. ..’ The line from SN means that
even such an important negative subjective factor as distraction (pamada) gives
way to the objective factors of C. Secondly, the connection can be viewed as a factor
which, although it does entirely dismiss the Law of Karma, does nevertheless limit
its effects (in this case—to seven rebirths for those who experience the Noble
Truths). It is extremely important to note that the very mechanism of karma was
conceived of as something which works in a very complex manner. It works in a
general way, connecting bad and good actions (kamma) in one’s current existence
with bad and good actions in another (previous or future) existence. We have already
seen how the general work of karma was limited with respect to those who were
mentioned in the context of situation A. Now we see how situation C produces
radical changes in the specific work of karma for those of situation A. We have
seen that ‘even if he makes a sinful action by body, speech or thought’, he is no
longer subject to bad karmic effects. And this is not because the Law of Karma is
dismissed by or in situation C, but simply because he is, as it were, exempt from
the ‘karmic dimension’ which, as such, remains unaffected by C.

At the same time, we can see here, that in contrast to the first stanza of Dham-
mapada (see the next section), priority is still given to action, not to the psyche
(cetas). It is action which here covers anything made by ‘thought, speech and body’,.
for it is still the purely karmic aspect (though seen in a negative and positive way)
which is stressed in this text.

Thirdly, the connection can be viewed in the following way. Situation C affects
and influences the purely subjective aspects of behaviour and mind of those in
situation A in such a way that they become ‘unable’ (abhabba), for instance, to
hide their bad actions, words or thoughts. And it is very interesting to note that.
this inability itself is objective, for it is objectively consequent on and subsequent.
to ‘their seeing the State’.
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3.1.2. Now, summing up the whole content of this passage, we may put
the main question in a rather different form: Is there a sign or indication by means
-of which the thought or mentality of those in situation A could be seen as distinct
from the thought and mentality of those in situations B and C? Here I would
risk the assertion that, if observed from our totally external, i.e., meta-philosophi-
.cal, point of view, the thinking (and mentality) of those in B remains unmarked,
the thinking of those in A, as related to or compared with that of C, seems to be
.negatively marked, and the thinking of those in C appeared to be unmarked (though
for quite different reasons than the reasons for unmarked thought in B). Let me
.state, by the way, that even if thought is marked in situation C, its marks cannot
be interpreted in direct relation to either B or A. Now I will back up this assertion.

Various mental qualities and properties of A are opposed to those of B in the
form of either ‘yes’ or ‘no’. So for instance, SN 226 implies that ordinary people
-(i.e., those in B) do not possess concentration (samadhi), those ‘established on the
Path’ do possess it, while the Buddha possesses uninterrupted concentration which
has no equal.? Or, passing to SN, 231, we find that those ‘established on the Path’
have left behind the three states of consciousness which are implied to have been
preserved by ordinary people, while in the case of the Buddha, the possession or
non-possession of any states of consciousness is, in principle, incapable of being
determined (at least in the Suttas).® And it is even more important in SN, 235,
‘where thoughts of ordinary people are objectively (from, say, the Buddha’s point
of view) directed toward future existences, thoughts of the ‘Stable Ones’ are avert-
ed from future existences, while the Buddha finds Himself factually outside any
existences, let alone the thought of them. Here we are dealing with the content of
thought, instead of thought understood in terms of mental states. Such a negative
-attitude towards practically all of the contents of ordinary thinking is typical in
the Suttas. Thus, if we return to SN 5, we find that a real ascetic ‘. . . has not found
-any entity in beings’, which implies that an ordinary man has, and so on.?

However, do these distinctions allow us to conclude with the idea that thinking
-differs with respect to whatever persons or types of persons we deal with in our
-observation? The answer is: definitely not. For only differences in thought make
-one person different from another, or ‘non-persons’ different from persons, and
finally, persons different from Great Persons (mahapurisa). 1t is here that we must
:seek for what can be named the conception of objectivity of thought, which, in turn,
.assumes a dualistic character in that it is understood to be something that simul-
taneously belongs and does not belong to ‘its person’. It is dualistic because it is
to be understood, at one and the same time, in a personal way as ‘somebody’s
thought’, and in an impersonal way as a state of consciousness.

3.2, The Interpretation of Mentality (Mind)—and—Thought
in a Passage from the Dhammapada

.3.2.0. In the beginning of the Dhammapada (Dhp.),X° the most widely
known anthology of the Buddha’s sayings, we have a set of four verses which in
itself, i.e., without any other ‘outside’ text, serves as a clear example of ‘inner’
-interpretation. I think that its very composition contains the idea that one and the



3. CONCEPT OF ‘MIND-AND-THOUGHT’ 53

same thought can be presented in several segments of a given text in such a way
that it assumes various degrees of abstraction. [When I say ‘abstraction’, I mean
non-connectedness with a specific situation, a situation which can be empirically
thought of and objectively described in terms of attributions concerning time, place
or person.]

These are the lines of Dhp. to be interpreted:

(1) Preceded by mind [are] the dharmas, based on mind [and] mind-made;

(2) If one speaks or acts with a corrupted mind,

(3) Then suffering follows him as the wheel [follows] the hoof [of an ox].

(4) Preceded by mind [are] the dharmas, based on mind [and] mind-made;

(5) If one speaks of acts with a clear mind,

(6) Then happiness follows him like a shadow, not going away.

(7) He abused me, beat me, subdued me, robbed me—

(8) The hatred [of those] who stick to these (thoughts) is never ending.

(9) He abused me, beat me, subdued me, robbed me—

(10) The hatred [of those] who do not stick to these (thoughts) is extinguished.

3.2.1. Each of these ten lines is to be regarded as a unit of text, corres-
ponding in its content to a certain level of abstraction of thinking. Lines (1) and
(4) represent the highest level of abstraction—X; lines (2), (3), (5) and (6) represent
level Y, and (7), (8), (9) and (10) represent level Z, the level of least abstraction.
The units of each level constitute a text of interpretation. In this connection text
X is considered as though it were interpreted in text Y; and text Y as interpreted
in text Z. The very sequence of these lines shows us the direction of interpretation—
that is, a direction in which we can observe the diminution of the abstractedness
of content, or the emergence of concreteness. In Table II, these lines are grouped
in three levels on the left, my summing up of the interpretations in the centre, and
my own meta-philosophical interpretation is on the right.

3.2.2. I think that in ‘one’ who thinks we may see a certain reflection of
the concept of a sentient being the sentientness of which is actualized in an act
of thinking. This implies that one’s thought (if observed synchronously and at
this very moment) produces this unity of thought, speech and act which, in fact,
constitutes the notion of ‘one’. But if observed diachronically, that is, if separated
by the event of rebirth, the two ‘points of thinking’ may be seen not only as two
different mental states or two thoughts (various in their contents), but as two
sources of a certain ‘energy’, the two poles of which form a ‘field” of karmic force.
And a thought, once it is in this field, is the cause of actions or events taking place
at a different point, while a thought which is at a different point, causes an act or
an event which is taking place in another field, and so on. So the very concept
of karma seems to have been reformulated in early Buddhism. The new formula-
tion was that thought is the source and cause of a certain force, the work of which
is subject to its own laws (Law of Karma), not to be identified with thought
itself. This is so, because the latter, if taken as such (i.e., as a single point of think-
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Table II
Levels of Units of Texts of Interpretation
Abstraction text I I 101
X (1 @ ‘Preceded by Mind are the dhar- | The states of consciousness Mentality or mind (manas) is one, if
mas, based on mind and (dhammas) are mental. understood from the point of view of
mind-made.’ the states of consciousness (which, as
such, are beyond the scope of our
interpretation).
Here the mind itself is nobody’s.
Y 2 ‘If one speaks or acts with The mind might be bad or good. | There are two kinds of mind here, There
a corrupted mind, then suffer- One’s speech and acts are con- are many minds here, for it might be one’s
3) ing follows him like the nected with either suffering or mind or another’s. One’s speech and acts
wheel follows the hcof of an ox’. | pleasure only in so far as speech | have no intrinsic meaning of their own
(5) ‘If one speaks or acts with a clear | and acts are connected with (with respect to suffering or happiness by
©6) mind, then happiness follows either good or bad mind. which they are followed), but they acquire

him like a shadow, not going
away.’

it with the mind only.

[The term ‘follow’ does not imply

that there is a period of time intervening
between bad mind and suffering in one case,
and good mind and happiness in the other.]
Speech and acts are mental states. The bad
mind and good mind are mental states too.
[Speech and acts if abstracted from both
good and bad mind, are also mental states,
which, however, cannot be followed by either
happiness or suffering.]

143
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‘He abused me, beat me, sub-
dued me, robbed me—

This is an example of thinking
by those whose mind is corrupt—
and this: thinking of theirs is
shown in hatred. )

Here mind is interpreted as a type of think-

.ing which is concrete in its content, and cor-

responds, respectively to-‘hatred’ (vera) and
‘non-hatred”” (avera). However, .in both
cases the content itself (i.e., ‘he abused me,
-“beat me, subdued me, robbed me*) remains
the same, serving, as it were, as a mark of

®
®
(10)

The hatred of those who stick to

these thoughts is never ending.
‘He abused me, beat me, sub-
dued me, robbed me—

The hatred of those who do not

stick to these thoughts is ex-

tinguished’.

This is an example of thinking
by those whose mind is clear—
and this thinking is shown by
the absence of hatred in them.

either a negative, or a positive mental state
(with ‘hatred” and ‘non-hatred’ as their
concretization). Yet, if taken as such, this
content cannot be interpreted as a mental
state, for it is a pure content, while the cate-
gory ‘mental state’ remains a purely formal
concept. But, of course, if one thinks that
‘he abused me, etc.’—it can be interpreted
as a mental state, and also the absence of
such thought can be interpreted as another
mental state.

[However, there is no characterization of
a person who thinks here; he remains as
‘one’ who speaks, acts and. ... thinks that
‘he abused me...” etc. And unless one is
present as a definite person who thinks,
there can be -no concrete situation at all.]

™

sS
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ing only), is not subject to anything other than itself. And it is here, I suppose,
that we may indirectly glimpse the absolute aspect of thought.

3.2.3. To sum up the whole line of interpretation we can say that:

(1) Text X interprets the states of consciousness as ‘mind’, and in the sense of
mind.

(2) Text Y interprets mind as either bad or good and as something that is
working simultaneously with speech and acts and is connected with either suffer-
ing or happiness.
© (3) Text Z interprets both bad and good mind in terms of the content of thought.

An inner interpretation is one in which the levels of abstraction are established
by transposing the point of observation of an outside onlooker on to the text
of Dhp. itself, and by shifting it from (1) to (10), following the diminishing ab-
stractedness of the content. But this type of interpretation forbids one to ‘ascend’,
for it is dharmas which are interpreted in (1) in terms of mind (i.e., as states of~
mind or as mental states), and not mind which is interpreted in terms of dharmas.
The interpretation of mind in terms of dharmas can only occur in the metaphysical
teaching of Abhidhamma, while we are now dealing with a simple, non-meta-
physical catechistic text used by common people and understood in a common
way, namely understood without an interpretation produced from the outer
point of view. And indeed, a common believer places himself neither inside nor
outside the text, for he first uses a religious text as a thing, and only afterwards
does he view it as a thing possessing its own content. That is why the famous
Buddhist interpretation of Dhp. found in Buddhaghasa’s Commentary (Dhp. C)1
serves as an example of interpretation of an abstract thought in terms of a concrete
situation, and not in terms of a less-abstract thought, as was indicated in the
above case.

3.3. The Interpretation of Mentality (Mind)—and—Thought
in the Commentary on the Dhammapada

3.3.0. The very direction of our ‘inner’ interpretation of mind in the begin-
ning of Dhp. (made by means of ‘levels of abstraction’) implied one extremely
important fact, namely, that however far we might follow the line of diminishing
abstractedness (‘a state of consciousness as mind’—‘mind as either bad or good,
and as one’s mind’—‘mind as a thought of. ..’—‘mind as hatred or non-hatred’),
we would never come to a point at which ‘one’s mind’ (bad or good) or ‘one’s
thought of something...” has been changed into a concrete thought directed
toward a certain object. We would not arrive at a point where ‘one’ is changed
into a concrete person endowed with a name, whose actions, words and thoughts
could be described definitely in terms of time and space. Hence, when we are
dealing with a situation of interpreting the non-situational text, we might regard
it as a ‘zero-situation’. For we know that, while following the Commentary,
we would sooner or later arrive at a point where the zero-situation can be inter-
preted as a more or less concrete situation. Or, in other words, as far as we know
that the text is interpreted as a certain situation, it assumes the potentiality of
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being thought of as a situation regardless of its level of abstraction. And this is
why the segmentation of the text into interpretable units is, in this case, quite
different from what we dealt with earlier. We cannot segment the text deliberately,
for it was already segmented by the Commentary. ’

So in this case, we treat the first three lines of Dhp. as a single text interpreted
by DhpC. Then comes my own meta-philosophical interpretation which follows
the interpretation given in DhpC.

3.3.1.1. 1. The text to be interpreted

(1) Preceded by mind are the dharmas, based on mind and mind-made;
(2) If one speaks or acts with a corrupted mind,
(3) Then suffering follows him as the wheel follows the hoof of an ox.

3.3.1.2. II. The interpretative text'

One day ... the blind Elder (Chakkhupala), a man of outstanding energy (viriya),
accustomed to walking, came down into the cloister in the last watch. Now, at that time
many of the smallest insects came out upon the newly-wet earth and, as the Elder walked
up and down, they perished in great numbers.

... When the almsmen (bhikkhu) . .. saw the [dead] insects in the cloister, they asked:
‘Who was it that walked in this cloister ?”.‘Our Master, reverend Sirs.” They were offended
and said: ‘See the deed of this ascetic. When he had the sight of his eyes, he lay down and
slept and did not commit bad actions. But now, having lost his eyesight, he killed so very
many insects.’

... So they went and reported the matter to the Tathagata, saying: ‘Reverend Sir,
the Elder Chakkupala, saying to himself, “I will go and walk”, killed very many insects.’

[The Tathagata asked :] ‘But did you see him killing them ?° ‘We did not, Reverend Sir.’
‘Precisely as you did not see him, so he did not see these insects. Oh Bhikkhus, those de-
void of the influxes (@sava) have no intention of thought (cetanad) of [causing] death (ma-
rana).” ‘But then, Reverend Sir, if he was predetermined to become an Arhat, how was it
that he became blind ?* ‘It is because of his bad actions committed in a former life, Oh
Bhikkhus.” ‘But what bad actions, Reverend Sir, did he commit?’ Well then, listen, Oh
Bhikkhus.’

3.3.1.3. I11. The interpretative text

Very long ago, when King Baranasiraja reigned in Baranasi, there was one physician
who was wandering from village to village practising medicine. Seeing one woman with
weak eyes, he asked: “‘What is the trouble with you ?’ [She replied:] "My eyes do not see.”
[Then] ‘I will make a prescription for you’ [he said]. ‘Make it, Oh master.” ‘What will you
giveme ?’ [he asked]. ‘If you will make my eyes well, then I together with sons and daugh-
ters will become your slaves.’ ‘Very well’ [then], he said. So he prescribed a medicine, and
after a single application of it her eyes were healed.

Then she thought: ‘I promised that I together with my sons and daughters would be-
come his slaves. But as he will not behave properly to me, I will deceive him.” When the
physician came and asked ‘Is it well ?, she said: ‘At first my eyes hurt only a little, now
they are more painful than ever.” The physician thought: ‘She is deceiving me, and would
not give me anything. .. now I will make her blind.’
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..And he compounded an ointment, went to her abode and ordered that she rub it
into her eyes. Then her two eyes became extinguished, like the flame of a lamp. That
physician was the Elder Chakkhupala.

3.3.14. IV. The interpretative text

‘So, Oh Bhikkus, the evil action committed by my son joined him again and again, for
a sinful action follows the evil doer just as a wheel follows after the hoof of an ox...’

And having told this story. .. the King of Dharma pronounced this stanza:

Preceded by mind are the dhannas; based on mind and mind-made;
If one speaks or acts with a corrupted mind,
Then suffering follows him as the wheel follows the hoof of an ox.13

3.3.2. The four texts if viewed as situations

By summing up the contents of these four textual units, we may understand
how the non-situational text I (regarded in the previous section as belonging to
the highest level of abstraction) is interpreted by texts II-IV of the DhpC. in terms
of various situations. And further, we may come to understand how these are
interpreted in terms of one another. Let us try to follow this set of interpretations.

3.3.2.1. The zero-situation of I is included in the context of situation IV
where the entirety of text I is attributed to the Buddha (the King of Dharma)
when He was addressing the Bhikkhus. In this case we may suppose that there is
a certain time (though it is not defined) which separates I from IV or, more
exactly, which separates I as quoted in IV from I as it is in Dhp.

3.322.  Situation II, which might be called ‘the blindness of the Elder
Chakkhupala’, finds its interpretation in situation III, where (a) the blindness
of the Elder is explained by the fact that the physician had intentionally deprived
a woman of eyesight; where (b) this physician was identified as the Elder Chakk-
hupala; where (c) the time which elapsed between 11 and III is conceived of as
definite, because it is the time between two rebirths (given that one rebirth does
not necessarily immediately follow another one);* and where (d) situations II
and III are described as two rebirths, provided that they are connected with one
another by the causal identification of ‘blindness’ (1n IT) with the act of ‘blinding’
(in III). -

3.3.2.3. Situations II and III when taken together and when viewed as
attributed to Chakkhupala the physician, are interpreted in IV not only in the
sense that ‘Chakkhupala was the physician’ (as in the end of III), but also in the
sense that.Chakkhupala and the physician are one and the same person This is
stressed. by the fact that in IV the Buddha called this. person ‘my son’ (mama
putta). :
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3.3.2.4. Line (2) of I finds its positive explanation in situation III, where
the physician was thinking (cintitva): ‘I will make her blind’. By this his thought
(citta) can be identified as ‘corrupt’ (paduttha) And line (2) of I finds its negative
explanation in situation II, where the blind Flder killed many insects (‘the smallest
living beings’, panaka). The Bhikkhus thought that it was his action of killing
that was bad. But the Buddha explained that since the Elder had not seen the
insects (as the Bhikkhus did not see him killing them) his action was not bad.
But of course, the Buddha did not say that it was good either, and it can be
putatively stated that in this case we are dealing with a neutral or indefinite
(abyakata) action which has no karmic effect of its own. We are dealing with an
action which is followed neither by suffering nor by pleasure in another rebirth.!’
And it is stated quite unambiguously that an action, of whatever type, is, as such,
neither good nor bad so long as it is not conjoint with intentionally good or bad
thinking (cetana).

3.3.2.5. Lines (2) and (3) of I are interpreted by the situations 11-111. For
here we see: (a) the corrupt thinking of the physician (‘I will make her blind’),
together with the following karmic effect, that is, Chakkhupala’s blindness;
and we see (b) that mind (manas) in I is concretized in II-III in terms of ‘thinking’,
just as in the previous case suffering was concretized as blindness.

3.3.2.6. The very action of reciting the stanza (1-3) in IV by the Buddha
places the whole zero-situation (I) within a pragmatic context in which this
stanza might be interpreted as a sign of Buddha’s knowledge about situations IT
and III, as well as of all other such situations.1®

3.3.3. In order to sum up the content of both the inner and the outer
interpretations of ‘mind-and-thought’ in Dhp, as looked at from the point of
view of a meta-philosophical approach, I am going to make six observations.

3.3.3.1. First observation : concerning the comparison of these interpretations.
In the inner interpretation, consciousness is present as the mind, or as something
‘mental’ (by no means the other way around!), while the mind exists as various
mental states which are different bothwith respect to the degree of their abstracted-
ness (‘mind>—‘one’s mind’—‘corrupt’ and ‘clear mind’—‘hatred’ and ‘non-
hatred’), and with respect to their quality (‘mind as such’, ‘corrupted mind’,
‘clear mind’, ‘hatred’, ‘non-hatred’). In the outer interpretation the mind is
described in terms of content, or as the process of thinking about actions, where
it is related to certain objects and attributed to certain ‘persons’. Actions, there-
fore, are included within the framework of thinking, and the whole situation is,
in fact, one of thinking, not of action. And it is thinking that binds the situations
together, or which binds one birth to another.

3.3.3.2. Second observation. The understanding of one situation in terms
of another is possible only when there is a third point of observation from which
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an outer observer (the Buddha) can identify ‘one person’ as ‘the other’ person,
and one fact as the consequence of another thought. However, understanding one
situation as another was considered (in principle, at least) as achievable by the
persons themselves (though the Bhikkhus in IT happened to be unable to intuit
that Chakkhupala did not kill the insects, because there was no ‘thought of death’
in him). But outer observation is possible only in the case of the Buddha (or the
Buddhas), for He witnesses all situations, or all thoughts.

3.3.3.3. Third observation. Thus, all situations are formed by the content of
thought, and in the sense of ‘content’ of thought all situations are mental. (It sounds
as if we are speaking of the dharmas as when they are mentioned in the first
line of Dhp.) So, if the content of thought is absent (as in the case of Chakkhu-
pala’s killing the insects), then there will be no situation at all.

3.3.3.4. The fourth observation to which we have just been led, is that /n
the absence of a content of thought, not only do actions lose their situational mean-
ing or relevance, but the thought itself takes on an absolute character. It is here
that we may conceive of a certain contrast between the Bhagavad-Gita and Dhp.
In the former the stress is placed upon an action without any mental (intentional)
context. We have the idea of ‘pure’ or ‘disinterested’ action. But in the latter
we do not yet have a clearly formulated idea of pure thought. The idea is still
waiting to be worked out as the central concept of the ‘thought-absolute’ of
Vijnanavadins and as the ‘conscious principle’ of the late Tantric schools.

3.3.3.5. Fifth observation. The most enigmatic point here (as in the Suttas
on the whole) is that, apart from (a) the preaching of the Dharma (the Teaching),
and (b) knowledge of the present, past and future of all situations, there is no
indication of Buddha’s specifically religious role. He is not described as possessing
an ontological status of His own, a status to which all other sentient beings might
have related as the conscious to the extra-conscious, regardless of the quality or
degree of their consciousness. I think that such an ontological status, though not
indicated directly, might have been inferred from the fact that the mere meeting
with or being addressed by the Buddha, makes one an Arhat in this or the coming
rebirth. It might be suggested that one’s Arhatship is dependent on changes in
one’s own consciousness, though speaking Buddhologically, however deep the
changes in one’s consciousness might be, it would lead one no further than to
a state of marurity preceding that of Arhatship. May I note, by the way, that
Arhatship can be achieved (not in principle, but in fact) only after one has been
included in a situation where the Buddha is consciously present.

3.3.3.6. Sixth observation. There is one strange thing in the Suttas, which
is very difficult to formulate. I would risk naming it ‘an extreme factuality of
thought’. Factuality is understood here in two senses. First, each fact is thought
of as a thought, but likewise, each thought is in itself a fact. We may see a clear
instance of such a factuality in II:
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Ass the Elder Chakkhupala This is a description of the situation, made by the com--
walked up and down, the mentator as if he were a common person.

insects perished in great

numbers.

When the Bhikkhus saw the This is a description of the situation, made by the
dead insects, they thought that Bhikkhus who were thinking as common persons.

he killed them.

So they said to the Tathagata:

‘Reverend Sir. .. the Elder. ..

killed very many insects.’

Tathagata asked them: The Tathagata here equated the thinking of the Bhikk--
‘But did you see him killing hus to ‘not seeing’, and He equated Chakkhupala’s ‘not
them ?* ‘Certainly not.’ seeing’ to *not thinking’, and Heequated Chakkhupala’s-
‘Precisely. As you did not ‘not thinking’ to ‘not killing’, stating thereby that the
see him, so he did not see non-thought is the fact of not killing.

these insects.’

‘Oh Bhikkhus, those devoid This means that, while the physician might or might not.

of influxes have no thought have a bad thought, and that while the Bhikkhus might

of death.’ or might not have a wrong thought, the Elder Chakkhu-
pala cannot have a thought of causing death. For such a.
thought simply cannot enter the process of his thinking.

3.3.4. The sixth observation requires further explanation. The thing is.
that when we are dealing with one’s mind or thinking (given that it is ‘one’ who
thinks, not a ‘person’), our interpretation is confined to the microcosm of mentality.
Our interpretation deals only with the microcosm which is limited by the time-
and space of one’s life. And it is clearly implied throughout the Dhp.C. that one-
is free to think in one way or another within the framework of a given situation,
even though the whole situation might arise as a karmic effect of one’s thought
in one’s previous rebirth. So one’s thinking might be considered, at one and the
same time, either subjectively (i.e., from the point of view of freedom of choice),
or objectively (i.e., from the point of view of the karmic predetermination).
In cases where karmic predetermination is involved, the very category of freedom
of choice is totally inapplicable. For in such cases there is neither freedom nor
non-freedom, since thought is already an undeniable fact. And in the case where
our interpretation covers the thoughts as ascribed to two or more of one’s lives.
(i.e., when we deal with the macrocosmic mentality), we have to take into account
the presence of the Buddha (or a Buddha) understood as highest objectivity.
Objectivity which reveals a person in ‘one’, and then, in the thinking of this partic--
ular person, is an objectivity that is higher than that connected with the karmic
aspect of thought and mentality. So the final paragraph of the last observation
is to be understood in the sense that since a person has become ‘free of karmic
influxes’ (anasava),'? the thought of causing death cannot objectively penetrate-
his mentality, as if this thought possessed a negative will of its own. But this
higher objectivity of thinking needs to be ‘generated’ and witnessed by the Buddha.
in order to acquire its factuality.
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In the case of this factuality, it is the Buddha who retrospectively elucidates
the connection between ‘one’ and ‘another’, that is, between Chakkhupala and
the physician, thereby forming a person (of ‘my son’) out of the two existences
taken together. It this case, the Buddha manifests a sort of karmic memory for
those who are about to become Arhats, but who are unable to have such memory
themselves.

3.4.1. From this it might be seen that the classical understanding of
Buddhist philosophy as an analysis of thought (a type of understanding deeply
implanted in the heads of the Buddhologists of this century) cannot be applied to
that philosophy which can be educed from the Suttas. It is only in the Abhidhamma
-that, in effect, this analysis came into existence, probably as an outcome of the
Buddhist yogis’ memorization practice (sati, sarana). And once expounded, this
philosophical analysis tried in all possible ways to make a restoration of pre-
Buddhist mythological systems impossible. But I am not going to deal at length
with this subject here. As for the Suttas, there is no analysis of thought, but
instead an integral picture of the entirety of ‘thought-mind’. The picture that
-exists on the strength of the observation of thought by the observer—an observa-
tion in which a sort of stereoscopic vision of all aspects of thought simultaneously
present was achieved—‘simultaneously’ in the sense that there was no Abhidhamic
‘sequence’ and ‘seriality’. In this picture, mythology was not included as an actual
element of culture or religion. It figured instead as a natural status quo. Natural,
that is, to those not yet transferred from the level of ‘the observed’ to that of
“‘the observers’.

3.4.2. Throughout the Suttas and commentaries, the Buddha figures as
the Observer of all thoughts to which His attention is drawn within the context
of a given situation. Thought or thinking is present in the DhpC, in the com-
mentary on Thera-and-Theri; in the Jatakas, as well as in many other Pali texts,
as the factor with which the Observer retrospectively connects one’s one life with -
another, and thereby changes ‘one’ into ‘a person’. The Observer, by identifying
one’s thought in one life with another’s thought in another life, plays the role of,
.as it were, the person’s ‘superior thinking’, until such thinking has arisen in this
person as his own (or until he himself becomes a Buddha). [And this is why, in
the early historical Buddhism, the retrospective memory or recollection (sati) pre-
vailed over prediction in the context of the mentalist line.] This superior ‘objective
thought’ was conceived of as a mental potentiality of thought itself and not simply
of one’s thought. Therefore, we can infer that a ‘person’ assumes his personality
either objectively, i.e., through the Observer’s superior thought which recollects
in various points or moments of thought, separated from one another, their
oneness; or, subjectively, i.e., when one starts observing oneself as a point or
moment where thought arises, and thus, by becoming an Observer, produces the
Superior Thought for Oneself. Hence, the very notion of ‘observation’ is objective
in its essence in both cases, though in the latter we call it subjective due to its
‘personal’ potentiality. This leads us to the strange idea that ‘one’ is, in Buddhism,
-a derivative of ‘one’s thought’, ‘a person’ is a derivative of ‘superior thought’,
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and the very concept of subjectivity, if understood Buddhistically, is nothing but
a relative objectivity presented in self-observation (that is, when one observes
oneself as another). And in this connection, to make a terminological point,
there is no object-subject opposition, in the sense that we used to find it in our
psychological interpretations.

3.4.3. Now we are nearer to what might be called the ‘results’ of some
specific yogic procedures—results which are expounded in the Suttas as initial
postulates of yogic thinking and not as its final conclusions. The terminology
used in the Suttas seems to have served the purpose of fastening together yogic
thinking (during the period of its construction) and, at the same time, it might be
considered as the form which is assumed by yogic thinking when it is already
accomplished and when it is viewed retrospectively. But the specific character
of the early Buddhist yoga is still a matter of conjecture, and the only thing we
might say with any certainty is that from the very beginning the objectification
of ‘mind-thought’ was emphasized. It is (a) objectification (still unknown to us),
(b) its changes and shifts which resulted at first in the concept of ‘sentient being’
(not specifically Buddhist), (c) the concept of ‘thought-mind’, and finally, (d) the
concept of a ‘state of consciousness’ (understood as distinct from ‘mental state”).
However, such an objectification would never have taken place had it not been
for an ‘objective religious situation’ which was, in its own way, reworked and
neutralized within the context of the other, specifically Buddhist, situation. And
it is the latter which contributed so much to the working out of such modes of
thinking which, if observed from a meta-philosophical position, can be regarded
as being neither subjective nor objective.
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NOTES TO ESSAY 3

Here I use the term ‘proto-Buddhist’ following Stanislaw Schayer (1938, p. 14).

I will explain that the anal/ysis of thought took place no earlier than in the metaphysics of
Abhidhamma, and that in the Suttas we are dealing with no more than the uses of terms
which, only much later, were conceived of as resulting from such a metaphysical analysis.
See S. Schayer (1938, pp. 9-11). I am fully aware that to reduce religion to mythology is no
less foolish than to reduce philosophy to epistemology. Nevertheless, I think that it is just
at the point where a mythology begins to be demythologized that we can catch up with the
moment when all living experience of a religion (as well as of the actual thinking in a philos-
ophy) is immersed in the mythological text. Only later is it unearthed te acquire a ‘new life’
in the context of an absolutely new apperceptional structure.

May I hazard a guess that the ‘emptiness’ of the place is mainly due to the historical premoni-
tion of a coming universalist system of thought. So the very term ‘pre-Buddhist’ might be
used analogously to the term ‘pre-Socratic’, when we deal with, say, Pythagorian philosophy,
or Thales. If we retrospectively regard the philosophy of Jainism or Ajivika, we cannot help
but feel that the need for a universalist philosophical system was very strong in that place,
that this need was not satisfied by either Jainism or Ajivika, and that the apperceptional
field of ancient Indian philosophy was still waiting for fulfilment. Or, as B. Barua (1921, pp.
194-5) putit, ‘Theend of philosophy was not realized’.

I wouldlike to emphasize that the transformation of the notion of manas cannot be conceived
of as psychological, that is, as technically belonging to the science of psychology. Because,
were it so, we would have been turned back to the anthropocentrist meaning of this term.
What we are really dealing with in the notion of manas is one of the dimensions of one’s
individuality, now coinciding with the dimension of ‘thought’ (citta), now overlapping it.
It is only in the case of the analysis of ‘I’ that manas assumes its partly psychological meaning.
However, such an analysis itself was intended to show that ‘I’ does not exist as an entirety,
but only in its separately analysed elements and dimensions.

The parallelism of the notions of ‘seed’ and ‘co-factor’ (sarikhara) is also evident, particularly
if we bear in mind the specifically dynamic implications of the latter as well as of some other
terms derived from the root k¢ (‘to do’, ‘to make’, etc.). See B. Heimann (1964, pp. 52, 139).
When the Buddha said to the herdsman Dhaniya that his ‘thought [was] subdued and freed’,
(SN, 23), He was figuring as if He were a perfect ascetic denying in His thought the natura/
qualities and propensities of the thought of a common man.

See Dhp., 384: ‘Gone beyond the two dhammas (i.e., “‘intuition’” and ‘‘concentration’’),
where Brahman is said to be’.

See Dhp., 383, where a Brahman ‘knows that there is extinction of the impulses’, while an
ordinary man does not know this, and so on.

Quotations taken from the Sinhalese edition of Dhp.

Dhp. C., pp. 19-21.

Dhp. CT., pp. 157-8.

To give a complete picture we might now add the fourth ‘interpretative text’ epitomizing all
that concerns Chakkhupala’s blindness in his /ast rebirth (i.e., without any karmic references):
‘T am blind, with eyes destroyed; I have entered this wilderness road. Even though I am pros-
trate, I shall go on, but not with a sinful companion’. See, Thera-and-Theri 1, v. 35, p. 14,
Thera tr., p. 12.

I doubt if this type of time is identical with karmic time.

Perhaps Chakkhupala, as an Arhat to be, simply cou/d not commit any non-neutral action,
for that rebirth was his last one.

See SN, 80, where it is suggested by the Buddha Himself that ‘reciting the stanzas’ is a partic-
ular pragmatic action not to be confounded with the Tathagata’s ‘ontological status’.

Just asin very many other Suttas, this particular termis often used in the Thera-and-Theri
[see vv. 47, 99, 100, 116, 289 (Thera tr., pp. 7, 13, 15, 33, with detailed commentary on pp.
133-4)].
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4. TOWARDS UNDERSTANDING THE BUDDHIST
CONCEPT OF ‘THOUGHT AS RELATED TO A PERSON’

Preliminary Remarks

4.1. The Rise of Thought

4.1.0. The ‘rise of thought’ (cittuppada) appears in the Dhammasangani
(Dhs.),* the first book of the Abhidhamma-Pitaka, as the starting point and the
axis in the description of all thinkable situations. That is why, I dare suppose, the
term itself is so rarely and scarcely commented upon or explained.? Moreover, the
very term ‘thought’ (citza) when figuring in the context of ‘rise of thought’, seems
to assume such an abstract and universal meaning, that it would hardly be possible
to reduce it to anything more abstract and universal. One could even say that its
actual or potential qualities and conditions, whichever they might be, become
thinkable and describable only provided that the very fact of its ‘rise’ has already
taken place. Citta is the ‘fact of thought’ which, in itself, is to be regarded as
totally neutral and simple (or ‘elementary’) until it has become connected with
these qualities and conditions. Given, of course, that the latter have no existence
of their own, and do not come into a kind of relative existence until they have
become connected with a ‘fact of thought’.

In accordance with a meta-philosophical approach, tentatively used here, one
may single out the three distinctly different aspects in the ‘rise of thought’. [This
approach, among other things, implies that my own philosophical standpoint
serves as no more than an instrument neutralizing the oppositions in the philoso-
phies observed (including those of my own philosophy). As for this particular
case, it serves to neutralize the oppositions between, say, anthropology and philos-
ophy, or philosophy and psychology.]

4.1.1. If interpreted in its first aspect, the ‘thought arisen’ is seen® in its
absolute connectedness with an object. So, in the beginning of the chapter on ‘the
rise of thought’ of Dhs. ‘a thought arisen’ is described as ‘having such and such an
object (arammana)...’* The corresponding place in Atthasalini (As.),® the main
commentary on Dhs., gives the following definition: ‘thought is what thinks of
[its] object’.®¢ Which is further elaborated thus: ‘Whatever might be an object in
connection with which a thought is arisen,?. .. it is arisen with all objects’.® So, a
thought arises not being connected specifically with one object or another, and is,
as it were, opposed to all of them (although to each one of them only at the given
‘moment of rise’).

4.1.2. At the same time, its absolute connectedness with an object does not
mean that thought figures as ‘a subject’ with respect to an object. And here we
are coming to the second aspect of ‘the rise of thought’. The thought, if observed
strictly Abhidhammically and in the context of its rise, cannot, even formally, be
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imputed to an ‘empirical I’ (the last term is used here as the ‘formal subject’ of
such expressions as ‘I think’, ‘I observe’, etc.). There are no psychological impli-
cations in this case. [For if observed meta-philosophically, the psychology of
thought would appear as an epiphenomenon of culture, or of philosophy, etc.
(given, of course, that we observe ‘thought’ here and now as if it had already been
‘transformed’ in or by, the Buddhist philosophy).]

Moreover, the thought here is ascribed to a ‘person’ (puggala) in a manner quite
analogous to that in which it was connected with an object. The following Abhid-
hammic formula shows it very clearly: ‘In one occurrence (samaya) the thought
arises in connection with one object, in another case with another; in one occur-
rence it arises in one person, in another occurrence in another; in one occurrence
it arises with one object in one person, in another occurrence it arises with another
object in another person’, etc.® I would even assert that the rise of thought can be
presented as a certain ‘class of occurrences’, each of which consists of, at least,
three components: a thought, an object, a person. But they cannot be regarded as
equivalent, for a person is reduced (or, reducible) here (i.e., in the context of a
given occurrence) to ‘a thought of an object’, and ‘an object’ to ‘a thought’, not the
other way around. So it would even be possible to say that a thought, when arisen,
is ‘objective’ and a person is not a ‘subject of thought’. For the last is not a predicate
in any Cartesian sense: it is ‘thought itself” that thinks, not a person. In saying
that there is no psychology in persons here, I mean that a person, if observed with
respect to and in the context of, rise of thought, seems to be no more than a “flat
place’ devoid of any psychological depth, whereas an object seems to imply time
of thought rather than place or space of it.1° Yet I have to admit that this last
consideration is very questionable.

4.1.3. In tackling the third aspect of rise of thought we find ourselves
confronted with the problem which was so important when the concept of ‘sentient
being’ was investigated (see Essay 2): is a thought arisen simple or complex? And
the answer is by no means an easy one, for whichever context we take, a thought
arises in its connection with and in relation to very many other things and factors.
The simplest occurrence (samaya) of such a connection might be seen in the above-
mentioned combinations of ‘thought plus object’ (the ‘zero-combination’) and
‘thought plus object’ plus ‘person’, to which all other occurrences might be reduced
as to the most general case. The very beginning of the chapter on ‘rise of thought’
of Dhs. gives us an example of a far more complex case when a thought arises
connected with very many factors, conditions and circumstances, such as states of
consciousness (dhammas), karma (kamma), mental states, spheres of existence,
objects, etc. Among all of them, dhammas stand, as it were, apart, for they figure
in the context of all Abhidhammic classifications as their main content, and in
the context of connection with thought they stand as its main classificational corre-
late. One thing, however, ought to be stated here as a methodological postulate:
if we regard the dhammas as purely relational categories (i.e., not as phenomena),
then the rise of thought has to be regarded as the fact to which all dhammas could
be related in one way or the other. The inclusion of this fact into any classificatory
unit of Abhidhamma as well as identifying it with any complex context where it
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stays as a component, does not make it complex itself. The stream of thought.
(cittasantana) remains all the time only abstractedly postulated metaphysical
potentiality until it assumes its actualization in the momentary and totally discrete-
fact of the rise of thought. That is why, I suppose, this category is commented
upon, if anything, in a very oblique way (i.e., as if there were nothing on which to-
comment). We read, for example, in the Abhidhammattha-Sangaha' of Anuruddha
(4bh.S., V, 31), that °... if discerned from the point of view of rise of thought,
there are twelve kinds of unwholesome (akusala) karma.”? However, when we
deal with rebirth of (an individual) consciousness in one or another karmically--
determined plane of existence, then this category does not enter the scene,!® for it
refers mainly to the ontogenesis of thought, not to its phylogenesis. Yet the mo--
ment—°‘the thought is arisen (uppannam hoti) in the sensuous sphere (kamava--
cara)’*—is thought of or meditated upon as the appearance of a simple and single
object totally devoid of any inner complexity (i.e., as an object which is not a com--
posite one) as well as devoid of any personal characteristics (‘personal’ here means
also ‘complex’).’® And then it can be considered as the universal object (or ‘object
of all objects’) for, terminologically speaking, the karmic forces are not account--
able for the ‘rise of thought’ itself, but only for its coincidences with objects,
spheres of existence, etc., that is, for all ‘cases’ (samaya) in which it happens to-
occur. The very mechanism of ‘rise’, however, cannot be reduced to karmic factors
as far, at least, as we speak of a single, given thought, not of a stream of thought.
as the whole.1®

4.2, The Rise or Generation of the Thought of Awakening

4.2.0. The Thought of Awakening (bodhicitta) can be regarded as the cen--
tral concept of Mahayana philosophy, or perhaps it would be better to say, as the
main entry into the system of Mahayanist philosophizing, irrespective of all.
possible doctrinal dogmatic and metaphysical differences between various schools .
and sections. The simple cataloguing of all meanings, connotations and contextuat
uses of this term would constitute a volume of several thousand pages.1?” However,
given that my aim here is no more than to show some metaphysical connections.
of this concept with the concept of ‘thought’ (citza) in the Abhidhamma, I would
confine myself to an extremely short and abstract exposition of the three main
philosophical aspects of bodhicitta, or speaking more exactly, the three moments.
to which it could become reduced phenomenologically.

4.2.1. First is a quasi-ontological aspect, in the sense of which the Thought
of Awakening represents the potential, latent and, to some extent, unconscious-
Bodhisattvahood, spread all over the beginningless universe of sentient beings.
The term ‘quasi’ here is used in order to show that on the one hand, both Prajsia--
paramita and Sunyavada approaches, if used, would make this concept unavoidably
relative (or ‘relativistic’). On the other hand, it still remains uncertain whether, if
taken as an ontological category, bodhicitta would figure on the plane of separate
and individual sentient beings or on the plane of the whole dharmic universe. Or,
one can even say, particularly in the light of the late developments of this idea in«
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Tantric Buddhism, that it is mind itself (i.e., each and every mind whatsoever)
‘which is latently and potentially bodhicitta—i.e., ‘mind as potentially awakened’.
However, even provided that the individuality of bodhicitta is uncertain (in the
.sense exactly analogous to that in whichindividuality of a Bodhisattva is uncertain)
.its non-psychologism is absolutely certain. That is, it is totally devoid of any capac-
ity to form the complex mental phenomena or to figure as an elementary, for-
mative and basic principle to which they could be reduced.!'®* Moreover,
if understood in the Abhidhammic (and even Abhidharmic) sense, i.e., in
‘the sense of states of consciousness, dharmas cannot be thought or conceived
-of as psychologically correlated to bodhicitta. For they belong to two absolutely
-different dimensions which neither coincide with nor overlap one another. That is
“to say, that bodhicitta cannot even be considered as belonging to a stream, on the
.strength of the latter’s belonging to the level of the Abhidharma. It seems as if
there were several philosophies existing in parallel where the very term ‘citta’ was
used simultaneously in several different ways.

4.2.2. The second aspect might be called ‘soteriological’ or ‘yogic’, for it
isin the sense of this aspect that bodhicitta is thought of or meditated on as having
.already risen, been acquired or produced consciously, i.e., in the sense of individual
.awareness (or self-awareness). That is, after having become actualized, changed
from the state of potentiality into that of realization, it is described in its gradual
~development: ‘After its production, the Bodhicitta proceeds on in an upward
march through ten... stages of Bodhisattvahood (bodhisattvabhumi)’2® The
~concept of time is invariably involved here, for however short this process might
be, it still remains a process including the series of psychologically (or ‘yogically’)
-significant moments not identical with or equivalent to each other. Yet there is
no real psychology there, because, figuratively speaking, the Thought of Awaken-
ing isreferred to ‘thought’ in the same manner as a Being of Awakening (bodhisattva)
is referred to a ‘sentient being’ (sattva). That is, the process of bodhicitta can be
~conceived only, so to speak, from the point of view of a Bodhisattva, who, by
-definition, cannot have any point of view whatsoever, arid whose mentality is
neither structured nor functions on different levels.

The literature devoted to ‘development’ of bodhicitta is, indeed, immense, and
I would not concentrate any longer on this aspect, but to note one thing. A Bodhi-
:sattva of, for example, the tenth stage of the realization of bodhicitta, cannot be
-viewed as a personal manifestation of the Thought of Awakening understood in
the sense of the first aspect. Or, we may say, that a personal Bodhisattva (named
so-and-so) cannot be reduced to an impersonal principle of bodhicitta, for the
.reason that each individually named Bodhisattva can be thought of as a ‘place’
where this or that series of quasi-psychologically different moments has happened,
but not as the ‘cause’ or ‘agent’ which produced these moments. Thus, the purely
nominal individualism of a Bodhisattva (reminding us of the purely nominal
individualism of a sattva) can only in the abstract be traced ‘back’ to the bodhicitta
understood in its quasi-ontological aspect.?® In other words, one may even say
that neither bodhicitta (taken ‘as such’) nor bodhisattva (regarded at the final stage
-of development of bodhicitta) can be thought of as a phenomenon, while develop-
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ment itself of bodhicitta can.?! Yet this phenomenal development of bodhicitta is all
the time separated from the non-phenomenal quasi-being of bodhicitta by an ex-
tremely enigmatic fact of the rise, or production, of bodhicitta, which constitutes
the third aspect, the most significant for our purpose.

4.2.3. The Rise of Thought of Awakening (bodhicittotpada) can be phe-
nomenologically compared with the ‘rise of thought’ (cittotpada), for both may be
interpreted as the comscious phenomena serving as the metaphysical point of de-
parture in the respective philosophies of Mahayana and the Abhidhamma. Given, of
course, that in the second case a thought emerges from ‘nowhere’ of a previous
dhammic moment of ‘non-thought’, while in the first, the Thought of Awakening
appears as an actualization of the uninterrupted state of its own latent being.
However, in both cases we have the conscious fixation of a fact, the very existence
of which at another (i.e., previous or future) time or in a different place (e.g., in a
different sentient being), though metaphysically postulated, is beyond the pale of any
subjective awareness.

So, for instance, saying that Thought of Awakening is always and everywhere
latently present, does not imply the ‘logical’ necessity of its rise, although the fact
of the rise can be ‘soteriologically’ reduced to the timeless potentiality of the
Thought of Awakening. Likewise, one’s becoming a Bodhisattva of the tenth stage
cannot be deduced from one’s previous experiencing of the ‘rise’, but one’s already
achieved Bodhisattvahood can be reduced retrospectively to this rise. The ‘rise’
remains, therefore, the central fact in the genesis (i.e., both phylo-and-ontogeneti-
cally) of a Bodhisattva.

- 4.2.3.1. The content of bodhicitta, if ‘caught’ at the moment of its rise,
presents in itself another very complicated problem. For, speaking dogmatically,
it comprises Emptiness (s#nyat@) and Compassion (karund) thought of as one.2?
The point is, however, that the notion itself of sunyata is here referring, first of all,
to all sentient beings (sattva) which, with respect to Emptiness, are non-beings.
While the notion of karuna refers, quite explicitly, to all sentient beings taken as
one object (however multiple and diversified it might be), for the sake of which a
Bodhisattva-to-be, the one in whom the rise of the Thought of Awakening has
taken place, is to give himself up as a sattva (‘being’). So that his re-awareness of
all sattvas as empty, and of himself as a mere saztva (or very often, as even ‘a mere
body’ viewed as totally ‘disposable of”), would bring him on a different level of
‘being’. And it is in his re-awareness of the Thought of Awakening, that this
thought referring to itself, becomes non-reflexive, and relatedness to other sattvas
becomes entirely objective in the rise of bodhicitta, and therewith sattva becomes
‘the object of content’ in bodhicitta, or the focus in its rise. [Given, of course, that
it may also include the re-awareness of itself as the all-pervading potential state
of bodhicitta in the whole universe (metaphorically depicted as ‘the ocean of bodhi-
cittas’) i.e., some return to the quasi-ontological aspect of bodhicitta may take place
within the ‘rise’.] All psychological characteristics of the Rise of the Thought of
Awakening would then be appearing as merely formal, for instance, as
‘decision’, ‘resolve’, ‘resolution’, etc.2® Because, this thought is only formally ‘a
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thought’, that is, if understood at the moment of its rise, this understanding itself
becomes devoid of all formal psychological modalities.?4

4.2.3.2. What is particularly interesting to note, is that a Bodhisattva-to-be is
related to bodhicitta in the same way as a sentient being, sattva, is related to its
‘sentientness’. That means that both are metaphysically postulated (the first ex-
plicitly, the second implicitly) as pre-existent with respect to their awareness (or
self-awareness) in a human being in the case of ci?ta, and in a future Bodhisattva
in the case of bodhicitta. So, citta becomes actually aware of itself in a man and
bodhicitta in a future Bodhisattva. That is, a real phenomenology of thought starts
not-with an act of its being experienced by one, but with an act of its becoming
aware of itself /n one.?’ [And of course, this awareness cannot be characterized
as ‘reflexive’, because it is referred to anything but itself.] Therefore, it might be
said, that the very place in which the rise of the Thought of Awakening occurs,26 is
a person (purusa). Then the previous or other states of this very place can be con-
ceived as an individual, whereas the state of the already consumed Bodhisattvahood
would be seen again as the Realization of Non-person, assuming the name of a
Great Person (mahapurusa). It is, therefore, the moment of self-awareness in
thought, which makes an individual a person, but it cannot be stated thereby that
a thought itself is personal, for as such, it is impersonal.

4.2.3.3. The moment of the rise of the Thought of Awakening is not a mo-
ment in a strictly temporal sense, for its occurrence can be ascribed to a place
only. It cannot even be thought of in terms of duration, for the latter implies a
series of moments (as bodhicitta in the second aspect does), whereas here we deal
with a simultaneous ‘concurrence’ of the Thought and its being aware of itself.2”
I think that there is no time ‘between’ these two, for in the sense of bodhicittotpada
they are one thought.

4.2.3.4. The term utpada itself seems to be very ambiguous. It can be thought
of as either ‘rise’ or ‘generation’ (or even ‘production’). The latter implies the cases
(samaya), when the volitional moment is described and, particularly, when some
other agents or agencies enter the scene and figure as consciously and non-sponta-
neously generating bodhicitta in future Bodhisattvas.28 One can only guess if the
opposition ‘spontaneous—non-spontaneous’ would be any more relevant in this
case than it was in the case of rise of thought, for were it even a Bodhisattva or
Buddha who produced or induced bodhicitta in a Bodhisattva-to-be, it remains
quite uncertain whether it was one and the same ‘entity’ of bodhicitta actualizing
itself in both of them (i e., bodhicitta taken in its first aspect), or it were two differ-
ent ‘states’ actualizing one another. However, one thing remains quite clear: the
notion of ‘person’ might be used here only with relation to this ‘point-moment’ of
bodhicittotpada, and it is in this way only, that the notion of person could be inter-
preted as coinciding with that of thought.??

424.1. All this, however, would not lead us to any somewhat comprehen-
sible phenomenology of the person of a Bodhisattva. We are bound, therefore, to
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return to ‘a person in general’ as the place where ‘a thought’ may happen, and it is
with respect to this happening that some crucially important implications reveal
themselves, to which the very concept of ‘person’ is reduced, or, more exactly,
without which such a reduction would be virtually impossible. Firstly, a person
implies a certain diachronical finiteness. And this is not necessarily to be understood
in terms of strictly temporal calculation as opposed to the timelessness of the be-
ginningless universe, but rather in terms of the landmarks in which or by means
of which a Buddha or a Bodhisattva can see his own or anybody else’s ‘trans-
reincarnational’ existence up to the very moment of this seeing. [Personally, I doubt
very much whether such an existence could ever be thought or conceived of apart
from this ‘act’ of seeing.] The landmarks are: (1) the appearance of bodhicitta;
(2) the prediction, made by a Buddha, by which one’s future Buddhahood is pre-
determined (niyata), and (3) the stage in the course of the Bodhisattva’s career
(usually it is the eighth bhizmi) whereupon no reversal is possible. [I omit here the
tenth stage of dharma-megha, as automatically entailed by (3), or by (2) through
(3).] So, the person of a Bodhisattva here could be conceived ‘diachronically’ in
the following way: from O (in the beginningless universe of sentient beings) to. (1),
or (1) and (2) together—infinite and inde finite ; from (1) or (1) and (2) together to
(3)—infinite and definite; from (3) to 0 of Nirvana—finite (in Mahayana) and definite.
And it is an infmitude of the interval (1)-(3) that makes a Buddha himself an in-
finite person or, shall we say, a ‘non-person’, whereas in the case of a sravaka or
pratyeka-buddha, this interval (where, of course, we will have the beginning of
one’s pathand/or the meeting with a Buddha instead of bodhicitta,and a ‘provision-
al arhatship’ instead of the acala bhiimi) is quite finite and easily calculable.?°
Moreover, this interval may have become so indefinitely large (either in terms of
‘kalpas’ or in terms .of ‘reincarnation’, or both) in the case of a Buddha, that his
personal ‘biography’ or ‘onto-genesis’ would be made a negligible quantity if
compared with a phylogenesis of his. Buddhahood. Whereas the sravakas and
pratyeka-buddhas seem to be (in principle, at least), much nearer to the rest of
sentient beings with respect to the definitiveness of their biography.

4.2.4.2. Secondly, as regards the. ‘place’, the very idea of the body of a
Buddha or a Bodhisattva is far more fluid and indefinite (in view, probably, of an
extreme transformability of their bodies) with respect to its ‘physical’ limits, so
that in no way can it be taken as a criterion or even a symptom for an identification
of his personality.3!. Since a Bodhisattva cannot be identified as one other
than through bodhicitta, and since this identification cannot be realized other
than from the point of view of a Buddha.or a Bodhisattva of the Tenth Stage
(who themselves are no longer the sattvas), the body with its deeds,.speech
and thoughts would inevitably be reduced to a topos of thought (not ‘thoughts’!).32
And it is this thought which would serve as the.only factor of identification.of
several sattvas as one (as in the case of Chakkhupala in Essay 3) or of innumerable
(asamkhyeya) rebirths as those of one and the same Buddha.3?

However, what is particularly important to note with respect to both temporal’
and ‘spatial’ implications of the idea of person, is that here we do not deal with
the general or logical reasons, but exclusively with the concrete retrospective
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.observations made by the Buddhas and Bodhisattvas, or with no less concrete
predictions made by the Buddhas.3¢

4.3. The Transfer of Thought

4.3.0. So, it is clearly seen that in the case of the Rise of the Thought of
Awakening in a future Bodhisattva, his person can be ‘detected’ solely at the very
moment of thisrise, or generation, wherefrom it starts its development to non-
personality (or Great Personality) of Bodhisattvahood. Yet one most enigmatic
thing still remains an undeniable fact: there cannot be anybody (or anything) who
might have existed as ‘a sattva only’, or even as ‘a Bodhisattva only’, as far as it
goes. There must always be in someone something ‘left’, not covered by such
concepts as ‘thought’, ‘stream of thought’, ‘mind’ (manas) or even ‘the Thought
of Awakening’. This is something which is hardly perceptible in the purely ‘im-
personal’ enumerations and formulations of the Abhidhamma, but which is
-quite ‘personally’ expressed in Bodhicaryavatara by Shantideva as well as in very
many Tantrist texts, something which, in effect, is ascribed to thought (or any
.other of the concepts mentioned above) as a ‘personal’, non-ontological force
-or energy operating with and generating, this thought.3®> And it is this same force,
the constant ‘remainder’ uncovered and uncoverable by any thinkable term or
notion (such as purusa, or jiva, or sattva, or pudgala, etc.), which, though not being
relational itself (unlike the karmic force, for instance), can, none the less, be
indirectly indicated when various operations with thought are described, as the
source of these (mainly yogic) operations.

4.3.1. ‘When we read—‘Thou, having generated the Thought of Awakening
out of desire of happiness for all sentient beings. ..’*®*—we may suppose, that
something happens in the ‘space’ between the Thought of Awakening (and ‘desire’,
iccha, for this thing) and ‘thou’, and that this ‘happening’ cannot be ascribed
either to ‘thou’ (i.e., the author’s empirical ‘I’) or to the Thought of Awakening.
Yet, speaking strictly Buddhistically, such an interpretation may have taken place
only in the cases when we deal with totally conscious and specifically yogic pro-
.cedures by means of which ‘thought’, or ‘mind’, or ‘consciousness’ is fixed, posited
by a Bodhisattva or a yogi, as an absolute object. Moreover, the objectification
here goes as far as to enable Shantideva to liken the mind to an inanimate thing,
magically constructed (nimitta) and entirely obedient to him or another sentient
being.3? And I think that it was in its relatedness to this active quasi-personal
force that thought assumed the meaning and term of ‘consciousness’ (vijiiana),
irrespective of however synonymously they might have been used previously.
I could even go so far as to assert that it was in the very context and process of
such a ‘yogic’ objectification, where the thought itself (or ‘as such’) could have

acquired the aspect of its ‘objective being’ related to and correlated with this
“force”’.

4.3.2. The yogacara posulate about the thought being ‘self-conscious’ (or
“self-illuminating’, svaprakasa) must by no means be understood in the sense of



4. THOUGHT AS RELATED TO A PERSON 73

its being ‘reflexive’. On the contrary, it is quite evident that it implies neither the
subject (a person) nor an object (an idea) of thought. In its aspect of self-conscious~
ness, the thought mirrors itself without producing any ‘objectification’ at all, while,
if looked at in the aspect of its relatedness, the thought can be interpreted as
reflexing the modifications and changes in this ‘personal’ force.3®8 Which means.
that its quasi-personal character itself can be established only through thought
and by means of a secondary interpretation of thought as related to this force.
And, if interpreted in this way, this quasi-personal force would seem to be a
‘naturalistic formation’ rather than a metaphysical entity, whereas its counterpart,
i.e., thought itself, would be seen as totally “‘unnatural ‘or ‘nature-less’ (asvabha-
vika).?® And then, what I consider as particularly important, the various instances
of ‘empirical I’ might be regarded as merely illusory modifications of this quasi-
personal force, as modifications possibly induced by another force.40

4.3.3.0. This two-aspectedness of thought, implicitly contained in the
yogdcdra, found its explicit description in the texts of the so-called New
Tantra in Tibet where the second aspect related to this quasi-personal force,
assumed the name of ‘conscious principle’, (vijAiana, tib. rnam-shes), whereas the
first aspect started being merged with the concept of mind (manas, tib. yid).&

Three conceptual features mark this extremely powerful movement of Buddhist
Yoga which began around the eleventh century A.D. These are:

(1) the idea that the mind (or thought), as such (i.e., by its own nature), is as
supernaturally hard, solid and immutable as the Vajra (the symbol of the highest
solidity) and possessing such a nature that it cannot be treated in terms of either
subjectivity or objectivity;2

(2) the idea of transformation (and transformability) of all natural bodily and
mental functions of a yogi into their supernatural correlates (also called the
Vajra-correlates—this idea was particularly strongly stressed in the teaching of
the Guhya-Samaja-Tantra); '

(3) the idea that the individual conscious principle of a man could be deliberately
and consciously transferred from one body to another, from one place to another,
from one time to another.

[Tt is necessary to emphasize here that the very term ‘idea’ as it was understood
throughout the Buddhist Tantras means, first of all, the capacity to do ‘it’ rather
than think ‘it’.]

The last feature is particularly characteristic of the Karmapa Sect, and that is
why I would like to concentrate here on the facts and events related to its past
and present as they are described in the recently published book devoted to its
present reincarnated Head and his holy predecessors.*?

4.3.3.1. This book gives us the description of the lives of the sixteen Kar-
mapas based upon a few Tibetan sources, the chief of which is the Blue Annals,
orally commented on by the present Karmapa himself 44 Yet, to put it more exactly,
we have here the history of ore life of one Bearer of Consciousness, whose limits
of existence are rather difficult to ascertain because, dogmatically speaking, we
can hardly imagine a time when he was not existing. I will try to explain this point.
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““‘Karmapa’ (las-can) literally means ‘the Possessor of Karma’, which in its
turn, signifies that he is not subject to the Law of Karma but, on the contrary,
he masters it, and goes from reincarnation to reincarnation choosing the place
and time where and when to be reincarnated. The present Karmapa is said to
have been an Emanation (sprul-pa) of the Bodhisattva Avalokiteshvara, the
highest ‘spiritual patron of Tibet. The Blue Annals state that previous to becoming
the Karmapa he was a Bodhisattva of the Blessed Period (bskal-bzang). Then
after achieving the Highest Complete Awakening, he underwent five reincarna-
tions, in-'one of which he became a disciple of the greatest Buddhist philosopher
and yogi, Nagarjuna (c. second century A.D.), until in his sixth rebirth he became
reincarnated as the first Karmapa under the name of ‘the Knower of the Three
Times’-(1110-93). Until recently (he died in 1981) he was living as the sixteenth
Karmapa at Rumtek in Sikkim and according to the Prediction in due time he
will become one of the Buddhas of the Future, namely, Buddha Lion (seng-ge),
the Buddha listed after Maitreya (BA, 412-13); in the Bhadra-kalpa-siitra.*s

4.3.3:2, But how did he continue his existence from the time when there was
no time up to the time when it will be quite distinct from ours? This Yogic process
of the Transference (grong‘jug, ‘pho-ba) of one’s conscious principle (rnam-shes)
into another body is described in the book and corresponding sources with a
great deal of clarity, though without too many technical details. So, we read
that the second Karmapa (1204-83) performed the action of ‘transferring his
conscious principle into another body’ (the term corresponding to Skt. parakaya-
pravesa) of a boy who had just passed the point of death (i.e., whose own conscious
principle had already left him, but whose life-principle was not altogether extinct).
However, when the boy’s parents saw him returning to life again, being terribly
afraid therewith, they pierced the child’s eye with a needle so that the conditions
‘were not suitable. And after that, the second Karmapa withdrew his conscious
principle from the boy’s dead body and, after assuming the form of a Being of the
Intermediate State (one that is between death and rebirth, bar-do-ba), entered the
womb of his future mother.46 :

4.3.3.3. In almost all cases of the sixteen Karmapas, including the present
one, we have one and the same ‘pattern of becoming’: (a) the Karmapa predicts,
either by sealed letter or, much less often, orally, where his conscious principle is
going to be transferred; (b) he performs such a transference; (c) the child born
thereafter is recognized, usually by Reincarnated Lamas of some other Tantrist
lineages, as the same Karmapa. It does not mean, however, that we have literally
the same ‘man’ (not to speak about ‘person’ or ‘I’) but rather, the individual
Structure of consciousness (primarily emanated from the timeless Bodhisattva).
This idea, if regarded phenomenologically, could have led us to the triple (if not
trinitarian) interpretation of the conscious principle: (a) as a quasi-ontological
category related to that of Buddhahood; (b) as the psychical fact or event related
to the conception of the Body of Transformation (sprul-pai sku, nirmana kaya),
according to which each conscious principle is individual (yet from which nothing
could be deduced about individuality thought of as a person); (c) a mental entity
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of ‘thought’ (sems-nyid) to be yogically meditated upon and concentrated on.
The last one is referred to as one of the main objects of yogic activity but by no
means affected or changed by it or by any other act, fact, or event.*?

4.3.3.4. Seeing that, we can speak of all sixteen Karmapas living from 1110
up till now as one in the sense of one consciousness, but not in the sense of one
man. This might be confirmed by many passages in the Blue Annals and many
other sources. So the second Karmapa was said to have seen the appearance of
the first Karmapa (B4, 423) and quite obviously, they were different men whose
conscious identity was maintained by an especial yogic recollection (dran-pa)
permitting all of them to see in each other one and the same conscious core (BA,
284).48

So, we may ponder, there must be one and the same consciousness, or conscious
principle thought of (or meditated on) as achronic continuity of thought. If taken
in its synchronic slices, it would be opposed to various men or other sentient
beings (sattva) as an individual conscious principle to its individual bearers. Yet
if taken diachronically, it would be opposed to something which is neither con-
sciousness nor an individual, neither a sentient being nor its sentientness, but
which can see itself (or recollect itself) as one consciousness. Thatis, it can recognize
itself in many (in fact in innumerable numbers of) individuals with one conscious-
ness, but it is not one with this consciousness. This ‘it” appears, as in the previous
example, as something operating with thought, or recollecting consciousness,
or transferring the conscious principle, that is, as something which could be inter-
preted in the sense of consciousness (or thought, or mind) only—not the other
way around. And in such an interpretation only this ‘something’ becomes ‘some-
thing personal’, and thus consciousness assumes its relative ontological status.

4.4.0. It is very interesting to note that to modern exponents of Mahaya-
nist Buddhism (and especially in its tantric form) the person very often assumes
the features of the subject of awareness rather than of the subject of consciousness,
thinking, or mind. The very classification of persons becomes a kind of hierarchy
in understanding, which could be, though no more than indirectly, deduced from
the Abhidhamma. One of these exponents, Dhargyey, writes: ‘There are three ways
of apprehending the distinction between the self and the personality. A person with
understanding of sinyata holds the view that the self does not have an indepen-
dent existence. Others believe the contrary... There are also those who. .. have
no view on the nature of the self, yet they see and understand the conventional
existence of phenomena and apply this likewise to themselves. ..’ This passage
alone clearly shows that its author does not see the ‘understanding’ of non-existence
of independent self as if this understanding were figuring instead of the self—for
it is the five skandhas which figure ‘instead’. The notion of personality seems to be
possible here only as a result of a reduction of the ‘situation’ of understanding to a
threefold structure, viz. the understanding of §unyata, and non-existing self, and the
five relatively existing dharmic complexes (skandhas). This situation seems to be
far more complex than the situation of the ‘rise of thought’, with which this essay
starts. Because, as Guenther and Kawamura rightly point out, the understanding
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itself (or ‘awareness’, rig-pa) is nothing else but thought or consciousness (or ‘mind’
according to Guenther’s terminology) ‘as such’, while in the triad of rise of thought
[‘thought+objects (including dharmas)+subject’], thought (citta) acquires a
quasi-absolute character in the sense that it is what it is and as it is, and cannot
be anything else, at a given moment at least.5° And of course, in the ‘rise of thought’
a person is a mere ‘subject of thought’, whereas in the ‘situation of awareness’—and
it entirely applies to the above-cited passage from Dhargyey—a person is the
subject of awareness, and not of thought.

So, the person understood as a ‘carrier’ of awareness (if not as ‘awareness itself”
taken in its space-and-time definiteness), and awareness understood as thought
as such (sems-nyid), and all mental functions (including ‘thought’ observably
functioning and memory), understood as modifications of thought [or ‘mental
events’ (sems-byung, in Guenther’s terminology)]—that is what constitutes, as it
were, the hypothetic ‘situation of a person’ as maintained by the Tibetan New
Tantra and its latest exponents Eastern and Western alike. This indeed is ab-
solutely congruent with the oldest Abhidhammic standpoint that the subject of
thought is not a person unless and until he has become a Great Person (i.e.,
not a puggala, but a Maha-Purisa) as well as with the doctrine of Thought of
Awakening, where one becomes a Noble Person (aryapudgala) because of the
transformation of his thought (or mind) into the highest awareness of Awakening.
And is it not crystal-clear that, in the context of this consideration, neither aware-
ness nor thought-as-mind can be regarded in terms of a psychological approach?

Thus, returning to the end of 4.3.3.4 (and alas, we have not gone much further
from where we started) we, in a partial agreement with Guenther, can say that
this one consciousness is, in effect, one for many individuals in succession, only
provided that there is its ‘as-such-ness’ figuring now as a hidden potentiality of
consciousness, now as its understanding or awareness able to describe itself in
terms of ‘as-if-it-were memory’ of other rebirths.

4.4.1. In its Indian form the theory of reincarnation seems to be utterly
distinct from any other transformation of ‘one’ (‘self’, ‘soul’, etc.), and it is in the
sense of just this distinction that one’s death (rather than birth) is regarded as the
point of departure. This means that one’s individual line of existence is not simply
divided between different bodies, but that there must be death as the main factor
delimitating the one existence from the other. [Not even ‘re-incarnation’ itself, i.e.,
insertion into a womb, for there are cases when after one’s death one acquires a
‘form-less’ existence (aripa-dhatu in Buddhism), or attains the state of final libera-
tion from all existence.]

Particularly important here is that, after the moment of death, all events that
befall a soul, self or consciousness are described in a purely objective way, that is,
as it were by a ‘third person’ (and almost always in the third person). It might
even seem that the very fact of a direct experiencing of one’s reincarnation may have
annulled reincarnation itself, which by the way, would, though indirectly, follow
from the early Buddhist doctrine of Karma. However, taken in a context broader
than Buddhist or even Indian, reincarnation could be seen as directly complementary
to any consciousness which is aware of itself. Moreover, it can be asserted that, as a
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phenomenon of consciousness, reincarnation could have appeared on the surface-
of texts only because there had already been the idea of an external observer
objectively watching the whole situation. [When I say ‘external observer’ or
‘third person’, I mean that the ‘first person’ is one told or otherwise informed of”
one’s other reincarnation, with which ‘the second’ could be, conventionally, identi-
fied.]5! Probably, this idea could be regarded as but one necessary element in the
structure of consciousness, of which reincarnation is another necessary element.

4.4.2, The referring to oneself in the third person boils down to a possi--
bility of quite another explanation. When one looks at oneself in the past (or
even, in the present) one sees a mental mechanism (manas) responsible for thoughts,
words and actions leading to owne’s (and not this mechanism’s) perpetuation:
(in the karmic sense)—namely of one who cannot be identified with one mental
mechanism or another. Such a mental mechanism, however, cannot be ascribed
to one; on the contrary, it is one who may or may not ascribe a certain mental
mechanism to oneself, not the other way around, because no mental mechanism
could do such an ascription. [By this I mean, that a mental mechanism can do:
it only in an abstract, general way, and not in a concrete and individual way.]
When the mental mechanism is a past one, this does not mean that it existed really
in a certain past. Quite the contrary: it is this ascription, made in one’s actual
present, that forms the past itself, the past which simply does not exist out of or
apart from, this ascription. We cannot say that this or that mental mechanism
really preceded that which we call ‘one’ taken at the time prior to the very ‘act’
(or, more exactly speaking,‘thought’) of such an ascription. So, the past appears.
to exist as no more than a function of one’s ascribing to oneself a mental mecha-
nism—the past is mental, so to speak, and momentarily actualized by one from-
the present moment.

4.4.3. There is, however, one more aspect to this ascription. In thinking
of its mental mechanisms one, as it were, relegates to them all one’s conscious.
modalities (memory, intentions, motivations, ratiocination, etc.). In doing this.
one estranges onself from all that which is mental, and endows a mentality with
such reflexive conscious capacities as self-consciousness, self-awareness, self--
observation, etc. Once relegated and ascribed to a mental mechanism, they all
become mentalized, i.e., become interpretable and interpreted as naturally mental.
or mental by their own nature (svabhavatah). And then only one’s ‘dementalized”
thought (or, consciousness—for, taken in this function, they are terminologically’
one) may think of them as non-natural because of their not partaking of its own
nature, or even may think of them as artificial, mind-made, etc.

We can even go so far in our purely conjectural considerations as to suppose:
that, at least in Buddhism alone, the very idea of rebirth might have appeared as.
subsequent and consecutive to the idea of triplicity ‘thought/consciousness/mind’,.
where thought is thought of as putting the conscious reflex over mind.

4.4.4. Returning to Essay 3 we may deem that, when the Buddha said:
in his tale about a previous rebirth of the Elder Chakkhupala that ‘Chakkhupala.
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-was that physician’, this did not mean /iterally that the physician was Chakkhupala.

Because it was the position of Chakkhupala the Arhat, from the point of view
.of which the partial identification of Chakkhupala with the physician could have
‘been possible at all. That is, the Chakkhupala’s Arhatship made it objectively
possible to have identified his then ‘present’ mentality (understood, of course,
in the broadest sense) with the already past mentality of the physician. Or, more
technically speaking, the Buddha, acting as an external observer of mental mecha-
nisms of the others, identified Chakkhupala with the physician through the identi-
fication of a certain mental structure of Chakkhupala—namely his blindness
-combined with the absence of thinking of killing—with a certain mental structure
-of the physician (namely, the latter’s thought of killing combined with the action).
So my conjecture here is that the very situation of identification here became
possible only by virtue of Chakkhupala’s becoming an Arhat, which in turn
.Separated his ‘identifiable’ mentality from the unidentifiable conscious ‘reflex’
over mentality. The last could be seen as a capacity restricted to Arhats and their
like only, and at the same time, as an objective condition producing the ‘recollec-
stion’ of one’s previous rebirths, if not the previous rebirths themselves.

4.4.5. This, of course, is a .commonplace in the Jatakas as well as
‘the Dhammapala’s commentaries on the Theri-and-Thera-Gathas. A similar
-commonplace occurs when the Buddha identifies himself with a Bodhisattva—
.the latter term used not only in the sense of ‘the Buddha in one of his previous
rebirths’, but also in the sense of a Being of Awakening or, at least, a Being who
gave the Bodhisattva Vow or experienced the Thought of Awakening. In this case,
-when the Buddha said (The Sutra of Golden Light, XVIII, pp. 92-7), ‘this prince
{who had given his body to a tigress dying of hunger] was the Tathagata’—it was
-clearly meant to demonstrate (to Shariputra and others) that he indeed was,
because the Vow (or Thought) of Awakening in the prince could be thought
-of as a real and absolute basis of identification which, in this case, is not partial
.for it refers to the unanalysable conscious (i.e., not mental) core of the Bodhisattva-
.hood in them both. That is, in a way directly opposite to the previous case, the
Bodhisattva here could be identified with the Tathagata or Buddha not only
sretrospectively and from the point of view of the Complete and Perfect Awakening
sof the latter, but also from quite another point of view—that of, as it were, im-
-personal Bodhisattvahood. This last can be, conjecturally of course, considered
.as not only non-mental, but also non-conscious in the sense of its being devoid
-of all modalities of consciousness. Then, returning to our ‘standard’ situation
where the Buddha by his supernatural power (anubhava) unearthed the stupa
“with the bone relics of ‘his own’ body (i.e., that of the Bodhisattva-prince devoured
by a tigress), we may surmise both the Buddha and the prince to be identical as
:the two instances of one and the same Awakened Consciousness. Therefore, we
may even go so far as to present this whole case as if it were that consciousness
which recognized itself in the prince and the Buddha, but did it (in this case)
through the Buddha. But here, unlike the previous case, we cannot say that without
-that act (or thought) of recognition by the Buddha, there would be no ‘prince-
.rebirth’, for their one Bodhisattvahood was already there—it could be ‘detected’
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at the very moment of the prince’s decision to give his body to the tigress.
This hypothesis can be summarized in the following way: not only the memory
of one’s past rebirths, but one’s past rebirths themselves could happen solely
through a present thought which actualizes them, so that they do not exist apart
from or without, this actualization. I may surmise that two other factors (ie.,
besides thought itself) are necessary for bringing about this actualization. Sub-
Jectively, there must be an infention (which, however, may have been objectively
motivated or caused by a situation, circumstances, etc.) coinciding with or ascribed
to an actualizing thought. Objectively, such an actualization could take place
only when one was (the use of ‘was’ is merely conventional !) conscious of what was
happening. In other words, one’s thought in the present can actualize only that
which was one’s (or another one’s) thought in the past. Thus a phenomenal cha-
racter of the whole situation of actualization is evident : only that can be recollected
or thought of what was or, at least, could have been, conscious of itself. Then
a rather dubious corollary may follow: one cannot actualize in one’s thinking
that which is a mere object. [For mere objects alone could be thought of as ‘others’,
or ‘equally others’, or ‘equidistant others’—which S. Collins (1982, p. 190) has
so vividly failed to understand. Or else it can be said that by objectification alone
one can change a (conscious) phenomenon into another consciousness. But this is
too difficult to go on with!]

4.4.6. Now, one observation could be made concerning the means of
identification or recognition of one’s previous rebirth. Obviously, only in a meta-
phorical way can one call it a ‘memory’, and only if we understand memory as an
epiphenomenon or a particular case of the modalities of consciousness. But even
then we must see it, however vaguely and imperfectly, as conventionally more
reducible (or, reductible) to some initial phenomenal conditions of our own thinking
than of that which we may conjecturally attribute to the ‘subjects’ of these cases.
When, in the first case, the Buddha told the bhikkhus of a previous rebirth of the
Elder Chakkhupala, he produced this identification in a merely objective way,
as if he were identifying with one another the two absolutely objective facts—the
fact of Chakkhupala’s being blind with the fact of the blindness caused by the
physician and, thereby (but not the other way around), identifying the Elder
Chakkhupala himself with the physician. I call the character of this identi-
fication objective not only because it is directed to a person other than Buddha
himself (it could have been directed to himself tco), but because it was directed
at the facts the connection between which is conceived as purely objective (in this
case it is karma). The very objectivity of this connection, however, has nothing to
do with the concept of memory understood in the sense of an objective psychologi-
cal method. For in the latter, the most essential thing is that some fact becomes
an object of the objectively verifiable process of remembering, whereas in our
case it is the act of recollection which can be neither deduced from remembering,
nor can remembering be inferred from it. Such a ‘karmic recollection’ is also
frequently mentioned in the Dhammapala’s commentaries. In these commentaries
various bhikkhus and bhikkhunis recollect their previous rebirths, which serves,
probably, as an indirect symptom of their impending Arhatship, whereas two
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other symptoms were regarded as direct and sufficient: Buddha’s sending to them
his Body of Enjoyment (sambhoga-kaya) and their own producing the sign (afifia).
But there is no memory in the psychological sense of the term there, for that
which we are treating now is memory not as a psychological phenomenon but as
an epiphenomenon of consciousness, or perhaps more exactly, of thought. But can
we then qualify ‘thought that recollects’ as subjective with respect to an object
of recollection even if this object is identified by the recollecting thought as ‘the
same person’?

4.4.6.1. There is something utterly inconclusive about the objective memory.
That is why prior to answering this question we have to emphasize that what the
notion of epiphenomenality of memory amounts to is not the memory as an
object of thinking, but thinking of memory or even, perhaps, our thinking of
memory. The Buddha’s recollection of his previous rebirths, if seen from this
point of view, would seem as definitely non-subjective, for the Buddha can be
identified neither with any previous rebirth of his (for the reasons referred to in .
the beginning of this section) nor, least of all, with his recollection. And as it also
was remarked above, it still remains uncertain what it is that is recollected,
whether it is produced rather than reproduced by recollection? In which case,
of course, the term ‘objective’ simply would not apply!

4.4.6.2. So, returning to what we have called phenomenal conditions of
memory understood as an epiphenomenon of consciousness or as our thinking of
memory, and singling out the notion of recollection as one of the most essential
modalities of such thinking, we may come to the conclusion, however in-
conclusive it may be, that ‘objective’ and ‘subjective’ are not in opposition to one
another here. On the contrary, if we still stick to these two terms, they would
appear as constantly shifting from one thought to another, now leaving one thought
for another, now coinciding in one and the same thought, now not being applied
to any thought at all, though never being applied to anything other than thought.
This non-fixedness of the epiphenomenon of memory in terms of ‘object-subject’
I regard as a most obvious phenomenal condition.??

4.4.6.3. Of course, I cannot but admit in this connection that the very
relegation of conscious modalities in the case of one’s identifying oneself with one
of the previous rebirths could be seen as a conscious act (or fact) to which the
epiphenomenon of memory might be reduced. That is, in this case memory (even
in the sense of recollection) would be apprehended as no more than a term of inter-
pretation of consciousness or, more exactly, as a way in which consciousness
interprets its modalities. But while our everyday and commonsensical understand-
ing of memory is the placing of connected events in the ‘objective past’, the notion
underlying the Buddhist understanding of recollection is that it is the act of this
‘placing’, that produces what we call ‘the past time’—that is, the past itself appears
then as ‘a mere subjective derivative’ from this placing (which, then, would be
seen as merely objective). Moreover, would not the time itself—that is ‘past plus
future’, but not the discrete moments of present states of consciousness—appear
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as a product (if not a by-product) of one’s retrospective thinking of one’s previous
rebirths? [Albeit I am fully aware here that, if looked at from the point of view
.of the present states of consciousness (i.e., present dharmas), the interpretation
of time would be very different.]

4.4.7. The conscious reflex that establishes the above said partial identity
of ome’s present subjective instance of consciousness to one’s past subjective
instance of consciousness cannot itself, be thought of as ‘one’s’ or ‘another’s’.
And it is more than evident that such conscious reflex does not operate with
the binary opposition ‘one/another’ or, one may say, when it works, this opposi-
tion is eliminated. But without this opposition the very notion of subjective
memory loses its sense entirely. This is extremely important for our understanding
of memory in general as of one of the structures of consciousness, the structure
that is simply unfathomable in the absence of this opposition. That is why we can
.conjecture that, in the case of all Karmapas, the ‘remembering consciousness’
was neither ‘one’s’ nor ‘another’s’, neither ‘subjective’ nor ‘objective’, neither
“remembering’ nor ‘remembered’.

The whole history of all Karmapas (together with their ‘pre-kalpic’ antecedents
and ‘post-kalpic’ aftermaths) could be pondered on as an extreme case of ‘pure’
reincarnation. Pure because we have no karma here; nor have we any (metaphysi-
-cally, at least) ‘beginning’, i.e., the absolute instance from which one’s recognition
-of one’s previous rebirths actually began. So that knowledge of the fact merges
here with its objective factuality. This may give us a reason to reduce the notion of
reincarnation to a series of conscious recognitions by the conscious reflex which
witnesses itself, its very presence in the endless series of minds, each bearing
-either an individual name, or a class name of a sentient being. When I say ‘endless’,
I mean that this witnessing always starts at a given present moment and stretches
back towards the endless past. And the only name that could be (conventionally,
-of course) applied to the whole series is the name of a ‘person’ in whom such
a reflex started working and who, thereby, has no future of a sentient being any
more.

That all Karmapa rebirths are ‘non-karmic’ by definition clearly indicates an
-essential difference between reincarnation and karma. In its simplest form the
postulate of reincarnation [‘...never was there a time when I did not exist,
or you. ..’ said Krishna to Arjuna in the Bhagavad-Gita, 11, 12, pp. 74-5,] could,
as we have already seen, be reduced to a certain type (or types) of conscious opera-
tions or, shall we say, to a kind of awareness. Not being itself a phenomenon,
reincarnation, nevertheless, can be phenomenologically approached, because these
conscious operations in spite of their ‘neither-objective-nor-subjective character’
deal with concrete objects and subjects (such as ‘lifespan’, ‘body’, ‘womb’, ‘con-
dition of birth’, etc.). Karma, on the contrary, does not presuppose any thinkable
conscious operation as a part or component of its content—for entirely non-
-contentful it seems to be. Karma can be thought of neither as a thing, nor as an
object for, at least in the universe where reincarnation takes place, it operates
non-personally, indiscriminately and—one may conjecture—non-discretely (in
relation to thought which is discrete par excellence). That is, when we think of
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karmain a strictly Buddhological way, it appears as one of the explanations
concerning the being of the samsara and our own perception and knowledge of
the samsara. To say that karma is a fact would be as sheer a nonsense as to
say that space is a fact. For karma cannot be regarded as on the level of facts,
while reincarnation can.5?

4.5. Returning to the questions discussed in 4.3, I would like to add
one more point concerning the Buddhological understanding of ‘consciousness
as personal or/and non-personal’. The problem of ‘something conscious-and-
personal’ can be connected neither with the ontological ‘self>—because of its non-
existence, nor with the psychological ‘I’—because of itsirrelevance. Probably it is
in a ‘space’ between anatta and pudgala—where the subject of non-empirical cons-
ciousness could be sought for, even if not found. My surmise is that this ‘subject’
can be traced in situations where he identifies himself with some other ‘person’
whose state is either that of empirical consciousness or of a fringe character (i.e.,
‘between’ empirical and non-empirical). This identification, itself of a “fringe’
nature, does not cover the whole subject of non-empirical consciousness, but only
his ‘subject-component’.

This is probably why, apart from all possible linguistic and stylistic consider-
ations, the Buddha refers to himself in the third person when speaking of himself
as a Bodhisattva or a sattva in one of ‘his’ previous rebirths. In fact, He does not
say ‘I was he’, but ‘He (or the Tathagata) was at that time such-and-such person’.
This, indirectly of course, shows the partial and incomplete character of such
like ‘reincarnational’ identifications in Buddhism. All this induces me to ponder
over the possibility that, in any retrospective identification we have a residue left
unidentified (and probably unidentifiable), and that it 1s this residue due to which,
because of which and by means of which such an identification may become possible.

4.6.0. Now, one may well start doubting whether the whole philosophy
of Thought in Buddhism would disappear, giving place to purely naturalis-
tic considerations concerning the Thought’s ‘real nature’, and having nothing to
do with the thinking about thought. The point is, however, that none of the Bud-
dhist Yogis, from the great masters of the Abhidhamma of old up to the great
masters of the Abhidharma of the Yogacara-Vaibhashika School, and from the
ancient ascetics of the primary Sangha up to the modern Tibetan recluses—none
of them have been philosophizing only. Their philosophizing is all the time merged
with and melted into their meditational practice, and what we are actually doing
here is no more than another futile attempt to realize the yogic processes through
the terms and notions given to us as either results of these processes or as postu-
lates preceding them. And when I say that my approach to these terms and no-
tions is meta-philosophical, 1 do not mean the Wittgensteinian investigation of the
uses of these terms and notions, but their understanding in the sense of other
terms and notions—other than Buddhist ones as well as my own.

Moreover, the yogic procedure of thinking about (or contemplating on) thought
could be meta-philosophically interpreted as one which does not establish the
meaning of thought (for it is void of any meaning), but which makes the thought a
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‘natural’ object, not a ‘naturalistic concept’. And all we have been dealing with is.
a conceptualized (or conceptualizing) description of the yogic procedures related.
to thought, not a conceptualization of thought itself. Then, that very ‘something™
to which these yogic procedures are indirectly ascribed, would be seen as the
non-naturalized and persistent ‘quasi-person’ of a yogi. However strange though
it might seem, such ‘quasi-personness’ cannot be thought of outside the yogic-
procedures and, thereby, attributed to non-yogis.

4.6.1. There is one thing more that I want to add to the previous consider--
ations. I think, and the history of Buddhist thinking on thought confirms it, that the
Buddhist analysis of ‘empirical I’ (together with the Buddhist analysis of reflexive
procedures understood in the sense of empirical consciousness) practically abolishes

any possibility of one’s real biography.5* The focus of the philosophical thinking

has been removed in Buddhism from the ontogenesis to the phylogenesis of”
thought, from one’s bios to one’s karmic pre-history (for everything in the sense

of karma remains pre-history, while the history is always just about to start
its course at each given present moment). And this is so, because the Buddhist

analysis of empirical consciousness aims to detect thought in its present moment.

Or, rather, the very character of such an analysis makes each moment of thought.
present, whereas the European tradition of philosophical psychology (from Kant

to von Hartman and Wundt) tended to turn all instances of thought into the past.

And the very fact that the Buddhist analysis of the present empirical consciousness
has been performed in terms of a non-empirical category of dharma entails the
fact that one’s individual existence has been ousted into the inferpersonal space:
of one’s previous (and, in principle, the future ones too) reincarnations to get its.
interpretation in terms of a non-empirical category of karma.5® For the ‘psycho--
logical present’ plus the ‘combined past’ are not enough to constitute what

we call ‘a person’ in any system of thought.

4.7. ' The notion of bhavanga-citta, though it stays on the remote periph--
ery of the Buddhist philosophy of thought, is of great interest and enigmaticity.
My very hazardous rendering of this term is ‘thought-factor of existence’, which
means, or rather implies, two quite different ideas. The first is, that there is.
something in thought which persists during the interval between one’s death and
one’s next rebirth (and which, therefore, could be reduced to one’s ‘last thought™
before death). The second is, that each individual stream of thought (when
thought is taken in its ontogenesis, of course) contains a certain component or
components (anga) which, as such, cannot be reduced to, or explained in terms of,
the laws of causality regulating the composition and serial sequency of an empirical
consciousness. Unfortunately, there are no hints in the early Abhidhamma con--
cerning the character and content of bhavariga. So one can only surmise as to-
what extent (if any) it includes the idea of its individuality (not that of a person,
of course), or to what extent it is self-conscious.

There is, however, some reason to believe (according to later Abhidhammic
commentaries) that this notion might have been associated with the consciousness-
or thought of a Tathagata, to which such ‘psychological’ oppositions as ‘conscious/
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self-conscious’, ‘conscious/subconscious’, ‘conscious/unconscious’, ‘individual
‘consciousness/non-individual consciousness’—cannot be applied. And all attempts
to reduce it to ‘subconscious flux’ are ridiculous.58

4.8. The concept of dhatu (see 5.7.4.1) seems to be, in some respects at
least, quite analogous to that of bhavarga-citia in the religious metaphysics of
Buddhism. I use the term ‘metaphysics’ here to stress the non-relational character
of dhatu, if compared with dharma or, even, with citta, for that matter. Once
-again, this term, not infrequently used in the Abhidhamma, appears on the surface
of suttas, slitras, commentaries and votive inscriptions to remind one of some
deep undercurrents of Buddhist thought, undercurrents wherefrom some dim
variety of ontology emerges, which can be neither discerned in nor reconstructed
from the Abhidhamma itself. Here I will limit myself by singling out only some
-of the most obvious features of this rather mysterious concept.

(1) Figuring in such composite terms as nirvana-dhatu and tathagata-dhatu,
‘dhatu denotes, more or less definitely, a certain persistence of one’s conscious
being.57

(2) When referred to the past, it is very often connected with bodily relics of a
Buddha whereby the very idea of dhatu as understood as ‘element’, assumed its
.solid or even ‘material’, meaning, This, in turn, cannot help evoking very often-
mentioned parallels and affinities between Nirvana and ripa (‘form’, ‘organism’
-and, to some extent only, ‘body’—Ssarira). Although, one may conjecture, the word
“body” itself [particularly in such a composite term as Sarira-dhatu (‘bodily relics’)]
might have been used as a merely symbolic term. So, we may say that what persists
-after Tathagata’s death is an element (to render dhatu as ‘element’ is an arbitrary
affair though) which bears in itself something of Nirvana as already achieved, and
which is present in his body’s relics.

(3) When referred to the future, it seems to exist in all sentient beings (in prin-
ciple) as a latent possibility or potency to become a Tathagata and to achieve
Nirvana. This potency is, on the one hand, present unmanifestly in any t4ing and
can be, as such, regarded as ‘Tathagata’s embryo’ (tathagatagarbha).’® On the
other hand, however, a still living bodily structure can also be seen as, at least
partly, responsible for perpetuation of this ‘element of Nirvana yet to be achieved’
“(i.e., Nirvana-dhatu), or even identified with this element in a more than symbolic
way. But I cannot help stressing here one thing, metaphysically exceedingly im-
portant: taken in the last sense, dhatu does not perpetuate anything but one’s
potency of becoming a Tathagata (as we have seen the Bodhicitta in one—as one’s
potency to become a Bodhisattva, not a sattva and, least of all, the same sattva).
It does not, therefore, perpetuate oneself. It is also worth mentioning here that
this ‘structure’, so to speak, that is, ‘dhatu as/or/in a body’ (for undoubtedly it is
-a structure of consciousness, not a simple concept) cannot be seen in its actuality,
but only either in its projection from the past to the future, or in its ‘retrospection’,
.as in the case of ‘relics’.

(4) However, a possibility still remains that in some not yet known common
proto-Buddhist-and-Jainist milieu, dharu might have been not a ‘universal element’
‘present in all sentient beings, but something by means of which only Tathagatas
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(and their like) persisted. This, however historically uncertain and dubious,
does not contradict in any way the main soteriological postulates of the Canonical
literature and, least of all, those of the Abhidhamma. This is to say, that what we
deal with in the case of Tathagata’s relics too, is a sort of indication of the existence
of an especial cult of Tathagatas. [One may, of course, ask oneself: Can we deduce
from the worship of pacceka-buddhas, as described in the commentaries of Buddha-
ghosa and Dhammapala, the actual existence of the cult of pacceka-buddhas at a
‘pre-canonical’ time?] Even if it were so, it looks as if tathagata-dhatu were not
the ‘essence’ (sara) of one’s being a Tathagata, but rather a ‘bearer’ of something
due to which one could have become a Tathagata.

(5) There is, however, yet one problem which cannot be avoided while we study
the Abhidhamma. In the Abhidhamma dhatu has very many analytical meanings.
Even if we confine our observation to Dhs., this text alone would show us at least
31 of them, not to speak of so-called ‘variants’ of these meanings (see Essay 5,
Table III, T. 8,9; Table VI, A2, MS5; A3, MS12; A4, MS15; A5, MS27; also
MS321-337 and 343-350). Their comparison with, as well as relation to, the dhar-
mas, will show, comparatively and relatively speaking, the more ‘subjective’ character
of dhatu than that of dharmas. ‘Subjective’ does not mean ‘essentialist’ here but
it involves what can be called ‘psychological modalities’ of an individual. So, by
saying ‘element of mind’ (manodhatu) I mean a certain fact (or, group of facts)
underlying the mind (manas) s pecifically—that is, not in the sense that ‘all is men-
tal’ in one way or another, but that there is something specifically and technically
mental which, for example, cannot be said about or ascribed to ‘consciousness in
general’ (vififiana), but only to ‘consciousness in the sense of mind’—i.e., mano-
vifiianadhatu (that is probably why, there is no vififianadhatu in Dhs.). Likewise,
in a more or less analogous way, it can be said that the term dharmadhatu denotes
something which is specific with respect to dharmas taken in their ontological
aspect, i.e., aspect of dharmata. [That is, we may argue that while cakkhudhatu
(‘element of sight’) implies a psychological (i.e., partly at least, ‘subjective’) char-
acter of sight, the ‘element’ of Tathagata implies a ‘specific ontologism’ of the
Tathagata.]

7 GB-2061



NOTES TO ESSAY 4

1 There is some reason to believe that this book might have remained an ora/ text for a longer
time than other books of the Abhidhamma-Pitaka.

2 As a system of metaphysics the Abhidhamma has not one but several ‘entries’, that is, several
‘central’ concepts each of which might figure as a starting point as well as a focus of investiga-
tion of the whole system. So, according to Dhs., the two main concepts are ‘dhammas’ (‘states
of consciousness’) and ‘kammas’ (the kinds of karma). In the Abhzdhammattha—Sangaha
(one of the chief abhidhammic compendia) Anuruddha singles out the four ‘main entities’
(paramatthato—‘in the ultimate sense’): ‘thought’ or ‘consciousness’ (ci?ta), ‘conscious’ (or
‘mental’) properties (cetasika), ‘form’ (riipa) and Nirvana (see below n. 11). To Stcherbatsky
it is dharma in its entirety and classificational plurality, which serves as the central concept,
while Nyanatiloka reduces the ‘manifold phenomena’ of Abhidhamma again to the triad of
‘thought—the physical—the psychical’. See Nyanatiloka (1971, p. XIV). See also A. Govinda
(1973.)

3 ‘Seen’ means that its own ‘thinkability’ was considered in the Abhidhamma itselfas objectively
visual. That is, not only in the sense that all possible objects of thought were primarily thought
of (or meditated upon) in their visuality, but also in the sense, that the very character of
abhidhammic oral/ tradition was stressedly visual (the latter idea was clearly expressed by
Lance Cousins in his paper for the International Symposium on Buddhology at the School
of Oriental and African Studies, University of London, November 1979).

4 Dhs., p. 18.

5 Atthasalinican be seen as the final result of the interpretational work performed by the Schoo}
of Buddhagosa.

6 As., p. 73.

7 As., p. 87.

8 As., p. 88.

9 As., p. 87. An absolutely ‘subjective’ attitude of the European psychology to consciousness
is splendidly summarized by C. G. Jung (1976, p. 10): ‘The important fact about consciousness
is that nothing can be conscious without an ego to which it refers’.

10 But of course, the time here is understood not 1n the sense of duration, but in the sense of

~occurrence (i.e., as one samaya or another).

11 I used the text of the Abhidharmartha-Sangrahayahere. Also see Abhidhammattha-Sangaha
(Compendium of Philosophy), p. 146, and Abhidhammattha-Sarigaha, p. 8. To Shwe Zan Aung,
cittuppada is ‘a complex (i.e., consisting of many factors and components) state of conscious-
ness’ (Compendium of Philosophy, p. 234) or ‘separate state of consciousness’ (pp. 25, 94),
or ‘a class of thought’ (p. 98), while Narada renders it as ‘thought’. He writes: ‘Citta, Ceto,
Cittupada, Nama, Mano, Vififiana, are all used as synonymous terms in Abhidhamma. ..no
distinction is made between mind and consciousness’, Abhidhammattha-Sarigaha, pp. 8-9.

12 Abh. S., p. 132.

13 Abh. S., pp. 120-1.

14 Dhs., p. 18; As., p. 87.

15 ‘Citta is much more frequently placed as object of activities and conceived as ““outside’” the
speaker (it should e.g., be restrained). But as we have found, identification is also frequently
implied.” See Rune E. A. Johansson (1965, p. 179). I think that there Johansson lost sight of
the fact that it is one thing to identify a thought (citta) with my thought, but quite another
one to identify a thought with a person. The latter would undoubtedly involve some ‘karmic”
moments.

16 In general this conclusion coincides with Dharmakirti’s views on the subject.

17 An excellent summary of the subject is given by S. K. Nanayakkara (1971, p. 184-9). The
main source of our information remains, of course, Shantideva’s poem, Bodhicaryavatara.

18 ‘The earlier (Mahayanist) sense of Bodbhicitta is the realization of the essencelessness of the
dharmas, whilein Sri-guhya-samaja-tantrait is described as. . . the unity of Sanyata (emptiness)
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and Karuna (compassion).” In the Sekoddesatika, Vairocana Tathagata explains: ‘“My citta
is devoid of all existence, it is dissociated from any skandha, dhatu, ayatana—or from sub-
jectivity and objectivity—it is without origination. ..’’’ S. N. Dasgupta (1950, p. 98-9).

19 S.N. Dagupta (1950, p. 10).

20 And again in a manner more or less analogous to that in which a ‘sentient being’ (sattva) can
be reduced to the ‘sentientness’ (citza).

21 A very audacious attempt to produce a specifically phenomenological analysis of the. yoglc
thought was made by Guenther who classified the thought (Tib. bsam-pa, sems) into several
levels. Each level corresponds to a certain stage of yogic realization of thought by thought
itself, so that the whole classification seems to be a result of the observation produced by the
thought of the highest level, from the viewpoint of which the lowest level would appear as
‘minus yoga’ (but not as ‘absence of yoga’). See H. Guenther (1966).

22 S. N. Dasgupta (1950, p. 98).

23 So Emmerick renders bodhicitta (Tib. byang-chub-tu sems) as ’resolve’, which seems to be
only partly justified by the context. See Khotanese Sirangama-samadhi-sitra (p. 98).

24 Though, of course, when described, this re-awareness assumed some outer features and,
first of all, those of volition, will or volitional impulse (vega).

25 This was, in fact, overlooked by Nyanaponika Thera (1965, pp. 18-19) when he treats any
mental experlence asa phenomenon

26 ‘Occurs’ here is used strictly in the sense of ‘an occurrence’ or ‘occasion’ (samaya'), see
Nyanaponika (1965, p. 6).

27 Thus it can even be said that there is no time in the bodhicitta understood in its first aspect,
though there is the time in the sense of ‘inner duration’ in the second aspect (so-called ‘psycho-
logical time’), and thereis a ‘timeless moment’ in the fact of bodhicittopada. The idea that time
is no more than a term in the description of thought, is very tempting but hardly applicable
to ‘the time’ (ka/a), though quite applicable to ‘a time of. ..’ (i.e., samaya understood in the
sense of a ‘concurrence’, samitha) See Nyanaponika, 1965, pp. 104-6.

28 See, for example, the place referred to in n. 23.

29 One may suppose that in this case ‘generation’ is not an equivalent of ‘creation’. It seems
that the meaning of generation here is much nearer to that of manifestation, whereby a sym-
bolical character of the term is stressed. There are tantrist texts where it is suggested that
bodhicitta (called ‘the best thought’) is all the time there, and that an adept must ‘make the
best thought’.

30 See E. Lamotte (1974, pp. 97-8).

31 It is stressed that a Bodhisattva of the tenth stage provides himself with an especial body
made of the dharma elements (dharmadhatu-kaya), that he transforms at will. [I doubt whether
it is the same as ‘mindmade body’ (manomaya-kaya), see below n. 37.

32 See E. Lamotte (1974, p. 100).

33 An attempt, though infinitely less enlightening than that of Dharmakirti, to 1dent1fy a person
through ‘bodily actions’ was recently made by T. Penelhum (1980). The core of his method-
ology is expressed in the following very Wittgensteinian way: ‘In a general discussion of self-
identity it is not possible to avoid epistemological considerations, since in outlining the rules
of application for an expression like ‘‘the same persons’” one is bound to ask in what circum-
stances users (and learners) of our language are able to tell whether to apply it or withhold it,
and this is, in the broadest sense, an epistemological question’ (pp. 57-8). And what is partic-
ularly ‘amusing about this Wittgensteinianism (apply it or withold it please!) is that ‘the same
person’ is clearly though perhaps, without the author’s noticing, opposed to ‘a person’ just
as an ‘expression’ (in the sense of uses of language) is opposed to a ‘thing’. Or, as epistemology
is opposed to psychology. Thus, survival is, to Penelhum, a very strange operation—logical
of course—by means of which what is known as one person (and this is a fact, not an expres-
sion) would be recognized as ‘the same person’. This does not mean that ¢two persons could
be recognized as ‘one and the same person’, for this would entail quite another operation
having nothing to do with logic. So we have here two essentially different situations. But
Penelhum is not aware of this difference and goes with the logical analysis of the uses of his
own language, not having noticed that his two criteria of personal identity—bodily identity
and self-identifying memory—are logically inconsistent and arbitrary. The first criterion is
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that, if the two persons have one and the same body they are one and the same person. The
second is that if one person remembers his experiencing the actions done by another, they
are also one and the same person. Using the first criterion, the author passively postulates
that where there is a body, there must be a person while for the second criterion, he implies
that each fact of remembrance contains, as a possibility at least, ‘a person who remembers’,
though not necessarily ‘a person who is remembered’. The first postulation, however, cannot

- be accepted for merely logical reasons because the very idea of survival presupposes a sort of
transformation (even in the heads of those who accept it) where one simply cannot operate
with the thought of ‘this same body’ or even ‘this same mentality’ for that matter. The second
postulation isolates, and quite artibratily so, ‘actions’ taken as such, from what can be seen
asmentalor, morespecifically, reflexiveactions (including those of memory and remembrance).
It is the Buddhist scholars of Dharmakirtean lineage who for the first time ventured to regard
an act of thinking as an (outer) action, side by side with other bodily actions, and then reduced
it to thought as such (also together with other bodily actions).

34 The general and philosophical approach to this problem implies a certain ‘quasi-logical’
position (koti) such, for instance, as ‘whether or not a Tathagata exists after death?’ See
D. Seyfort Ruegg (1977, pp. 1-2).

35 In some cases thought or mind is as operable or even manipulable as one’s body. When
Shantideva ‘gives up’ his body for being disposed of by and for the sake of all sentient beings,
it seems to be separated from ‘him’ as the Thought of Awakening is separated from ‘them’.

36 Santideva, 1960, VI, 80, p. 102.

37 Santideva, V, 57, p. 63. De la Vallée Poussin (1907, p. 38) wrote in the footnotes about such
a construction (nirmapa) of a thing or body: ‘It has no consciousness’. The generation of
construction of various things, be it a tree, palace, a Bodhisattva, or even a Buddha, is a com-
mon case in both Mahayana and Theravada literature. I refer particularly to the introductory
chapter in Buddhaghosa’s Arthasalini, where the Buddha creates his ‘double’, and where it is
stated that some could discern which Buddha (not the body of the Buddha, but Buddha!) is
‘genuine’ (samma) and which is ‘constructed’ (nimitta). There is also a passage in the Vimala-
kirti-Nirdesa (X, pp. 103-4), where a messenger-Bodhisattva is created, etc. At the same time,
even in the Suttas such a ‘creation’ or ‘construction’ of a body is described as mental/ in
the first place, and brought about by the supernatural power (iddhi) in the second. We
read that the Buddha ‘...by His supernatural power approached me with body made of
mind...,” Thera and Theri 1, v. 901, p. 83; Thera tr., pp. 85, 250. Being itself quite a
commonplace in Buddhist literature, this power of mind making the bodies is often ascribed
to Mara, etc.

38 This, however, does not imply the absolute of consciousness. On the contrary, that very reflex-
ing of the ‘modifications’ by the thought means that consciousness (or thought) is reflexed
upon by us (or somebody else) in its aspect of modification or transformation (parinama),
though in this case the ‘dichotomising” work of consciousness makes the consciousness think
of itself as an object (or rather, the object). See in I. Yamada (1977, pp. 159, 166, 167).

39 The admission of such a force as a naturalistic concept was made for the first time by Charlie
Broad and, most interestingly, it was made in the sense of a process the temporal characteris-
tics of which are provided by the consciousness observing it. See C. Broad (1959, pp. 44,
130, 155-6, 171).

40 This other force might be that of karma (vasana) according to the teaching of late yogacarins.

41 The nomenclature of thought is particularly complex in Tibetan Buddhism, where it contains
some strong elements of pre-Buddhist religious life. R. Stein (1962, pp. 150-5), very often
explains ‘the conscious principle’ or ‘consciousness’ in the sense of ‘spirit’. It is highly appro-
priate here to be reminded of Tucci’s words that ‘(some) Tibetan words are symbols, which
can evoke living experiences which the word as such can only suggest, but not define...
To give an example, the word sems, a pillar of the Lamaist Doctrinal edifice...’, G. Tucci
(1980, p. VIII).

42 Tt is emphatically said in the JAana-siddhi that our Bodhi-mind, which is of the nature of the
Vajra, is itself the Buddhahood; so Buddhahood should be realized through conceiving all
things as the self (bodhicitta idam vajram sarva-buddhatvam atmanah). S. N. Dasgupta (1950,
p. 92).
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43 See Karmapa (1976). 1 am rather doubtful about whether it is really necessary to connect
the name of Karmapa tradition with the concept of karma. All Karmapa reincarnations have
nothing to do with karma because of their not being subject to its law and, in this sense, even
the term ‘reincarnation’ sounds rather conventional. Besides that, we have many suggestions
that the name they had assumed was that of a monastery in Khams region, founded in 1147
by the first Karmapa. See H. E. Richardson (1958, p. 139). All things considered, the tradi-
tional interpretation of the term as ‘the activity (phrin-/as) of Buddhahood’ is far more accept-
able. See Karma Thinley (1980, pp. 21, 36, 43, 67).

44 See Blue Annals and Blue Annals tr.

45 See Bhadra Kalpa Sitra (The Sixth Buddha).

46 Blue Annals, 425. 1t is particularly interesting to note that the most general and trivial render-
ing of the term ‘pho-ba is ‘a stream’ (srotas), ‘dynamism’ (in the Tibetan-Sanskrit-Mongolian
Triglotte edited by Anton Franz Schiefner). Evans-Wentz translated ‘pho as ‘the transference
of the sum total of karmic propensities (of ‘‘personal’’ consciousness)’. See Bardo (1960, pp.
85-6). ‘Pho-bo is a priest performing the death ceremonies connected with bar-do, for he is
an ‘extractor of conscious principle’ (p. 18). The first Evans-Wentz’s interpretation of conscious
principle as ‘karmic’ and personal does, quite certainly, contradict the yogic postulate of its
non-karmic and non-personal character. Otherwise, who transfers what? A totally different,
and obviously pre-Buddhist interpretation of ‘pho-ba is given in Stein’s book (1962, pp.
151-2): °...if one makes the transfer (from one body to another, or to a paradise) untimely,
he commits the crime of Kkilling the Gods>—so Milarepa was told, because our body with all
its-senses is inseparable from Gods. Though further it was stated (in connection with Naropa),
that ‘it (le transfer de1’ésprit) was meant to get a new body after Liaving chosen a fresh corpse”
(p. 154). Very often, however, this ‘act’ is described in a quite casual and matter-of-fact way:
‘...having taken twice of tea, he committed the transference (of his conscious principle)’,
Blue Annals, 280; Blue Annals trans., p. 316. Sometimes, it is depicted as a mere ‘shifting”
in space: ‘Then he changed the place of (his) bodily life from (the spot) on the border
of Nepal and Tibet, (where he had) practised the severe austerities’, B/ue Annals, .455;
Blue Annals trans., p. 521. A more general interpretation of the transfer is given in S. Beyer
(1973, p. 135).

F. Fremantle and Ch. Trungpa (Bardo, 1975, p. 33) translate ‘pho-ba as e]ecnon of con-
sciousness’, and qualify the means of ejection as ‘thinking’ [‘. . .(the dying person). .. should
effect the ejection of consciousness, which liberates spontaneously as soon as it is:thought
of’], whereas Evans-Wentz renders it as ‘remembering’ (dran-pa). No attention, however,
in either of these translations is paid to the fact that in the situation of transference (or ejec-
tion) thinking (or remembering) is that which establishes a reflex over that which is to be trans-
ferred(i.e., over ‘conscious principle’, rnam-shes). Moreover, even in the texts where conscious-
ness, or conscious principle, is mentioned as being identical with the Seed of Thought of
Awakening, this reflex is neither commented upon, nor does it lead to any additional con-
siderations concerning its nature and its relation to consciousness which ‘thinks of” or ‘recol-
lects’ within the context of Bardo. When we read in Dhargyey (1978, pp. 24-5), for example,
that ‘. . .because of previous meditational experiencea person is able to control his conscious-
ness throughout this death process’, or that ‘after (the decomposition of our body begins). . .
we perceive our mind in its purest form’—the only conclusion one may arrive at is that there:
can be one phenomenology for ‘control’ and ‘perceiving’ and quite another for ‘consciousness™
and ‘mind’ here. In this connection, also see D. I Lauf (1977, pp. 45-6), D. M. Back (1979,
pp. 19-23), and G. Tucci (1980, pp. 36, 98-101).

47 See Blue Annals (422). This idea, particularly in the case of Karmapas, resultedin that which:
could be seen as ontological pre-temporal ‘before-being’ of consciousness or thought: °...the
underlying reality of both samsara and nirvana is the thread of mind’s primordial purity. ..’
See Karma Thinley (1980, p. 35).

48 ‘(The Fourth Karmapa). .. replied that he wasnot able to recall his life as the first Karmapa
very clearly and that he could only remember a little of his life as the Third Karmapa. How-
ever, he... recalled his life as the Second Karmapa perfectly’. Karma Thinley (1980, p. 63),

49 G. N. Dhargyey (1978, p. 168).

50 See H. Guenther and L. Kawamura (1975, pp. XV —XVI, XXV-XXVIII).
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In various texts of Bardo (see note 46) this external observer is an especial Lama who may
well instruct a dying man (or bar-do-ba) in the second person.

This gives rise to three essentially different concepts of memory in Tantrist Buddhism. If seen
as no more than one of the mental events or modalities of consciousness [(sems-byung). See H.
Guenther and L. Kawamura (1975, Introduction and particularly p. 10)], memory (dran-pa)
is utterly ambiguous. Because, belonging to the general category of the non-awakened mind
[sems = ma-rig-pa (avidya—"‘ignorance’)] here, memory figures in a negative sense, whereas
constituting one of the specific psychological functions of mind (e.g., fixating the mind on an
object, or reproducing an object for the mind), it may figure in a positive or neutral sense.
If seen as a state of consciousness or dharma (see Essay 5, Table VI, A A 13, 22, 26, etc.), it
may be positive, negative, or neutral. And finally, if looked atin itsdirect opposition to the
Absolute of ‘thought-as-such’, memory stands as an absolutely negative phenomenon. In the
last case, the Awakened thought is equalled with ‘non-memory’ (ma-dran-pa), and memory

- finds its symbolic form as thinking of Death. See for instance, in Eli (1978? pp. 30-1, 200)
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memory is connected with karma causally, which is utterly naive, for memory is subjective,
while karma is objective (though not an object!).

This remark doesnot apply, of course, to Jainism where the notion of karmais entirely and
unambiguously realistic and naturalistic. But in Buddhism karma is not an entity, which
of course does not mean that it is ‘non-entity’ (asara) like ‘self” (atta). Not-entity here stresses
karma’s relational character, its non-substantiality, not its non-existence. That is why it is so
difficult to operate with karma as a specific notion, and J. Bennett (1976, p. 175) is absolutely
right when he says that ‘. ..(karmic) connection of (the previous individuality) with a new
totality is real, but not yet realized. We have no means of verifying that the connection is made
at the moment of conception, but on systematic grounds this appears to be likely’. On the other
hand, too often the substantiality of karma has been wrongly inferred from purely symbolic
meanings of the term. See G. Obeyesekere (1980, pp. 143-55). Referring to the last book,
I may remark that it is theoretically impossible to construct ‘a purely theoretical model’
(W. D. O’Flaherty, 1980, p. XII) of that which is in itself a very complex theoretical construc-
tion.: This also holds true in respect of the problem of so-called ‘collective karma’—that is,
can we say that ‘transference’ of karma in time could be postulated as existing in place too?
See Dhargyey (1978, p. 176). Jung, unfortunately, used the term karma now in a concrete,
now in a metaphoric way, and tends to isolate it from its genuine relational meaning. [‘It
often seems as if there were an impersonal (i.e., collective) karma’], and too often confuses it
with reincarnation. [‘The question of karma is obscure to me, as is also the problem of per-
sonal rebirth. . .’]. See C. G. Jung (1980, pp. 260, 350-1).

In saying this I mean that a consistent analysis of empirical ‘I’ would leave one with utterly
abstract and depsychologized elements of ‘I’ on the one hand, and with the ¢ypes of persons,
on the other. While what a rea/ biography is about is an objectification of a person, not of
his type nor, least of all, of his psychology. Here, of course, this objectification has been
conceived as a yogic process, though in the context of a different culture it may manifest
itself in quite another kind of human activity or variety of texts. M. Bachtin writes (1979,
p. 132): ‘A biography or autobiography is, so we understand it, that nearest transgredient
form in which I can objectify myself and my life artistically. We will consider the form of
biography only to the extent it would serve our auto-objectification. . .” The notion of ‘per-
sonality’ would then emerge in the context of late Mahayana Buddhism, not as a result of the
self-objectification by a yogi, but as a result of an externa/ objectification of this very yogi
by another person. Or, rather, as a result of a secondary analysis of this yogi’s life into the
objective and the subjective, which, of course, cannot be done in the context of any specifically
yogic procedure. In connection with this question of ‘biography-personality’ I would permit
myselfa rather too-long quotation from a recent article of mine: ‘There is a long way between
“I’” and ““personality’’ in the history of texts, in literature and sometimes even in the life of
an individual man, but very seldom during the course of one and the same novel. There
cannot be a recipe for how to convert ‘I’ into personality. Reflexion and introspection—
whether by the author or by his heroes—can exist as. no more than an additional feature of
such a conversion. In the history of philosophy the transition from ‘‘I’’ to personality was
sometimes achieved by direct negation of “I”’ (as in the early Buddhism), or by identification
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of ‘I’ with one of the states of consciousness in the stream of conscious life (as in William
James, Paul Carus and, though in a completely different context, in Edmund Husserl). In the
new European literature the transition from ‘I’ to personality was achieved during the 200
years from Rousseau to the experiments with anti-novels of the 60s and the films of
Antonioni and Bergman. And in such a (astronomically) short time the European literature
repeated the essential stages of the development of more than 2,500 years’ history of philos-
ophy, the history of philosophizing about personality, the essence of which can be summarized
into two short sentences: reflexion still is not ‘I’; ‘I’ still is not personality.

This movement towards personality was not unilinear, for personality did not always
remain in the focus of the universal thought. On the contrary, it was very often the case that
after being directed towards personality the literature returned to ‘I’ again. Also, I do not
think that this movement can be traced in the whole literature; it exists only when the very
problem of personality exists, though there are many writers in whose work personality
arises without any problem at all, that is, as something naturally given. This was the case with
Joyce, Proust and Faulkner who have one thing in common in spite of all the differences in
their artistic world-outlook; at the very moment when the writer took up his pen, or was
about to do so, the personality of his heroes already existed—without the existence of the
heroes these authors simply could not have written at all. The personality already existed
from the very origin in the embryo, in the ancestors, in the pre-consciousness of the concrete
lives of their heroes as a sort of initially given existence in the continuum of which the author
included himself, and continued to think and write having been therein.” A. Piatigorsky
(1979, p. 14).

The term ditthadhamma (lit., ‘seen dharma’) means in Abhidhamma ‘the present dharma’,
that is, so to speak, that if taken in terms of time, all conditions of one’s thinking are to be
reduced to the dharmas of the present only. This notion figures in the context of one of the
highest states of consciousness, almost synonymous to Nirvana and is connected with the
‘indeterminate states of consciousness’ (dhamma abyakata). See Dhs., pp. 145-6.

And one may only guess whether or not bhavarga-citta could be regarded as ‘original’ [in
the sense of ‘pristine’, ‘primordial’ (pakati, prakyti)]—that is, exempt from any temporal order
and existing ‘at all times’ in one way or another. See, Upali Karunaratna (1971, pp..17-20).
It figures as ‘. . .abstruse and obscure concept’ in the Max Hoppe preface to George Grimm’s
book (1958, p. 12) The idea of bhavanga as ‘being of consciousness’ (i.e. not as an ‘indivi-
dual being’ alone), practically leaves unanswered the question of its processuality. What we
probably deal with in this case is an extreme (or ‘extremal’) state of consciousness needed
when the last is to be transposed or transferred (see L. Cousins, 1981, pp. 21-5, 27-30).
John Bennett says (1976, pp. 175-6): ‘The (Personal) Individuality is not in space and time.
It is not even in the unperceived dimensions of eternity and hyparxis. It can best be described
as a state of essential potency... we must understand. .. that the (Personal) Individuality is
the spirit of man only as a possibility to be realized. The stage is set—but the action has not
started’.

The absolute or ontological aspect of dhatu in connection with tathdgatagarbha is amply
treated by D.S. Ruegg (1969: particularly important are pp. 97-100). In accordance with
Vasubandhu, dhatu is interpreted in the sense of ultimate natural causality. This, partly, at
least, may have confirmed the conjecture that in the Abhidhamma dhatu figures as a notion
(or, even, ‘a thing’) which might have had a great vogue in pre-canonical times. Further
investigations may have revealed its meaning as a ‘primary substance’ (not an essence!) to
which some other abhidhammic notions could be reduced, such notions as ‘mind’, ‘thought’
and even—who knows?—*‘the dhammas’. The ‘material’ aspect of dhatu is excellently shown
in a recent article by H. W. Bailey (1980).



5. RISE OF THOUGHT AS PHENOMENON AND SYSTEM

5.0.1. We have already seen here, in 4.1, that the rise of thought (cittuppada)
is the most essential thing in the abhidhammic theory of consciousness. Moreover,
it is the rise of thought alone that makes of the Abhidhamma a theory of con-
sciousness, for it is the absolutely necessary initial phase both in the objective process
of consciousness itself and in the subjective process of our awareness thereof. And
it is so, because in the context of rise of thought only can all other elements of this
theory find their place and acquire their concrete phenomenal meaning.

The rise of thought is postulated in the Dhammasangani as an event! wherein
the thought (named as citta or some other term substituting it) arises in such-and-
such sphere (avacara) with such-and-such qualities and properties, associated
with such-and-such mental states, having such-and-such objects, possessing such-
and-such composition of its content, and connected with such-and-such states of
consciousness or dharmas (or, more exactly, sets of dharmas).?

5.0.2. In order to show how the rise of thought is structured in a particular
case, let us look at the case No. 162 of Book I (cittuppada kanda) of Dhs.:

Which are the indeterminate (abyakata) dharmas (in that case)? When the element of
mind (manodhatu) has arisen (uppannam hoti), accompanied by indifference (upekkha),
resulting from the ripening (vi paka) of the wholesome (kusala) action (kamma) wrought
and accumulated in the sensuous sphere (kamavacara), and having as (its) objects
(@arammana) form-objects, sound-objects, smell-objects, taste-objects, tactile objects,
dharmic objects or whatever other (object), then, in that case there is: touch, sensation,
cognition, volition, thought, reasoning, reflexion, one-pointedness of thought, faculty of
mind, faculty of living, indifference, and faculty of indifference — these are [in that case]
indeterminate dharmas3

What in that case is touch? In that case it is touch, touching, contact, being
contacted—this is the touch in that case. [Then follow the analogous questions
about the other 19 dharmas, and the answers containing their respective explana-
tions.]

5.0.3. The text of this case (samaya) of rise of thought seems to be very
easily and succinctly segmented in the following way:

L Nomenclature of Thought (T) — In this particular case (No. 162)—‘element
i.e., one of 9 terms denoting of mind’ (T-8 manodhatu).
thought and/or used instead of
‘thought’ (citta).
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III.

IV.

VL

VIL

VIIL

5. THOUGHT AS PHENOMENON AND SYSTEM

Sphere of Thought (S)

i.e., one of 13 combinations of one
of four spheres (avacara) with one
of three general qualities of thought
and dharmas.

Composition of the Content of
Thought (C)

i.e., one of 22 variants (0-22) of
content (divided into

subvariants marked by letter), or
one of their combinations.

Trancic Variables (TV)

i.e., one of 16 characteristics (1-16)
which may be applied to or connected
with the dhyanic (trancic) content

of thought. Or one of their
combinations.

Objects of Thought (0)

i.e., one of 6 objects of senses (1-6)
or all of them, or 5 of them (i.e.,
without 0.6 which is ‘dharmic objects’)
or one of 22 specifically dhyanic
objects marked by brackets [(1)-(22)].

Mental Variables (MV)

i.e., one of 15 general
characteristics of mind (1-15) or
one of their combinations ascribed
to thought in a given case.

Set of Dharmas (D)

i.e., one of 26 sets of dharmas
(1-26) varying in number (from
10 to 61 in one set) and in
assortment of dharmas. There are
83 kinds of dharmas (A A 1-83)
and 65 variants of some of them
(marked by letters).

Mental States (MS)

To each of 83 dharmas and their
65 variants there corresponds one
set of mental states (varying in
number from 1 to 33 for one
dharma). There are 355 mental
states for all dharmas taken
together (1-355).
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In this particular case (No. 162)—‘sen--
suous sphere with indeterminate dhar--
mas’ (S.6 kamavacara abyakata)

In this particular case (No. 162)—‘has.
arisen‘ (C.O—uppannamhoti) + ‘result--
ing from wholesome action wrought and.
stored up in the sensuous sphere’ (C.16—
kamavacarassa kusalassa kammassa ka-
tatta upacitatta vipakam.

— In this particular case (No. 162)—none..

In this particular case (No. 162)—0.1-5..

In this particular case (No. 162)--‘in--
difference’ (MVS5, upekkha).

In this particular case (No. 162)—D22.
[AA1,2b 3 4F 5F 6¢, 7, 10, 16f, 18, 57,.
58 (12)).

In this particular case, (No. 162)—for-
example, A 1 (phassa—*touch’) connotes.
the four mental states (see above, 5.0.2.)«
i.e., MS1-4.
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5.0.4.

BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY OF THOUGHT

Thus, by using the above demonstrated system of conventional
-denotations, each of 234 cases of rise of thought in Dhs. could be described by a
-corresponding formula. The case No. 162 quoted in 5.0.2 would then be present
as: T.8; S.6; C.16.0; 0.1-5; MV.5; D.22.

In Tables III-VI all variants of all segments of rise of thought are listed with
rrelation to the case of rise, where they appear for the first time, and following the

-order of their appearance in the First Book of Dhs.

Table III. Nomenclature of Thought

No. of Term and its Translation Nos. of Cases
Term
1 citta—‘thought’ 1-8, 111-112, 145-146
2 jhdna—‘trance’ 9-144, 166-220, 229-234.
3 cakkhuvififilna—‘eye-consciousness’ 157, 221
4 sotavififiana—‘ear-consciousness’ 158, 222
5 ghanavififiana—‘smell-consciousness’ 159, 2222
6 jivhavififiana—‘taste-consciousness’ 160, 222°
7 kayavififiina—°body-consciousness’ 161, 222¢
8 manodhatu—‘lement of mind’ 162, 223, 225
9 manovififidanadhatu—‘element of mind—
consciousness’ 163-165, 224, 226-228




Table IV. Sphere of Thought*
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|No. of Nos. of
|Sphere Sphere and Character of Thought Character of Dharmas Cases
1 kamavacaram kusalam—*‘the sensous A. kusala—‘wholesome’ 1-8,
sphere (and) wholesome (thought)’ 111-112
2 rapavacaram kusalam—*the sphere of do. 9-106,
form (and) wholesome (thought)’ 113-114
3 ariipavacaram kusalam—‘the sphere of
formlessness (and) wholesome do. 107-110,
(thought)’ 115-118
4 lokuttaram kusalam—*‘the supramundane
sphere (and) wholesome (thought)’ do. 119-144
5 akusalam cittam—‘unwholesome thought | B. akusala—
(in the sensuous sphere)’ ‘unwholseome’ 145-156
6 kamavacaram kusalam—’the sensuous C. abyakata—
sphere (and) wholesome (action)’ ‘indeterminate’ 157-165
7 ripavacaram kusalam—*‘the sphere of
form (and) wholesome (action)’ do. 166-167
8 ariipavacaram kusalam—*the sphere of
formlessness (and) wholesome (action) | do. 168-171
9 lokuttaram kusalam—‘the supramundane
sphere (and) wholesome (thought)’ do. 172-220
10 akusalam kammam—‘unwholesome action :
(in the sensuous sphere)’ do. 221-224
11 neva kusala nakusala—‘of (act which is)
] neither wholesome nor unwholesome’ do. 225-228
12 rapavacaram jhanam—‘the trance in the
sphere of form’ do. 229-230
13 arfipavacaram jhanam—"‘the trance in
the sphere of formlessness’ do. 231-234




Table V. Variants of Content

No. of Nomenclature Variants of Content Trancic Variables | Objects of Thought | Mental Variables
Case | of Thought Sphere of Thought No. No. No. No.
1 cittam kamavacaram 0 uppannam hoti—‘has arisen’ 1 form-objects 1 somanassa-
(thought) kusalam—(pertain- 2 sound-objects sahagatam—
ing to the sensuous 3 objects of smell ‘accompanied
sphere (and) whole- 4 objects of taste by mental glad-
some) 5 tangible objects ness
6 dharma-objects 2 fiana sampayut-
tam—°‘asso-
ciated with
knowledge’
2 do. do. 0 do. 1-6 1,2
3 sa-samkharena
—*‘with syner-
gies’
3 do. do. 0 do. 1-6 1
4 fiana-vipayut-
tam—°‘disso-
ciated from
knowledge’
4 do. do. 0 do. 1-6 1,4,3
5 do. do. 0 do. 1-6 5 upekkha—sa-
hagatam—°‘as-
sociated with
indifference’
2
6 do. do. 0 do. 1-6 52,3
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5,4

7 do. do. 0 do. 1-6
8 do. do. 0 do. 1-6 54,3
9 | jhanam riplipapattiya 1 vivicceva kamehi vivicca aku-
(the first maggam bhaveti— salehi dhammehi—‘separated
trance) ‘he cultivates the from sensuous things (and)
way of attainment separated from unwholesome
of form’ dharmas’
1* savitakkam—‘with reasoning’
10 savicaram—‘with reflexion’
1¢ vivekajam—‘born of sepa-
ration’
14 pitisukham—*‘(full) of joy and
pleasure’
0M pathamam jhdnam upasam- —— o
pajja viharati—‘(he) abides (11 %itrltlﬁflclil;ﬁ::%?m
in the attainment of the first
trance’
10 | jhanam (the do. 2 vitakkavicaranam viipasama

second
trance)

pil

2b
2¢

2d

ajjhattam sampasadanam ce-
taso ekodibhavam—°‘suppress-
ing the reasonings and reflex-
ions (together with) tran-
quillization and fixation of
the psyche’
avitakkam—*‘without reason-
ing’

aviciram—‘without reflexion’
samadhijam—‘born of con-
centration’

0® dutiyam jhanam upasampajja

viharati—‘(he) abides in the
attainment of the second
trance’

(1]

L6



(Cont.)

No. of
Case

Nomenclature
of Thought

Sphere of Thought

No.

Variants of Content

Trancic Variables
No.

Objects of Thought
No.

Mental Variables
No.

11

jhanam
(the third
trance)

do.

3

pitiyaca viraga upekkhako ca
viharati satoca sampajano
sukham ca kayena patisam-
vedeti yam tam ariya acikk-
hanti—‘upekkhako  satima
sukhaviharati’—‘dispassionate
for joy and indifferent (he)
abides; recollectful and self-
conscious (he) experiences
by body the pleasure of which
the Noble Ones declare:
“Indifferent and recollectful,
he abides in pleasure...”

0® tatiyam jhanam upasampajja

viharati—‘(he) abides in the
attainment of the third trance’

i1l

12

jhanam
(the fourth
trance)

do.

4v

sukhassa ca pahana dukk-
hassa ca pahana pubbeva
somanassadomanassinam
atthangama—‘by the avoid-
ing of pleasure and by the
avoiding of suffering, (and
with) previous mental glad-
ness and mental sorrow gone
away...’
adukkhamasukham—‘with-
out suffering and pleasure’
upekkhasatiparisuddhim—*of
utter purity (attained) by
recollection and indifference’

0@catuttham jhanam upasam-

pajja viharati—‘(he) abides
in the attainment of the fourth
trance’

(1

\Oo
0



14 | jhanam®* 5 do. 22
1® [11
20
14
o@*
15 | jhanam®* do. 2
28
20 [1]
20
0@*
16 | jhanam®* do. As in No. 11
Ok [1]
17 | jhanam®* do. Asin No. 12
0®* paficamam jhinam upasam- [11
pajja viharati—‘(he) abides
in the attainment of thefifth
trance’
18 | jhanam® do. 1 1 dukkhapatipa- [1]
1= dam—*(With)
1* process painful’
1¢ 2 dandhabhififam—
14 ‘(with) special
oM knowledge slow’
19 do. do. do. 1 [1]
3 khippabhifiiam—|
‘(with) special
knowledge
rapid’
20 do. do. do. 4 sukhapatipadam—| [1]

‘(with) process
pleasant’




(Cont.)

No. of

Trancic Variables

Objects of Thought

Nomenclature Variants of Content Mental Variables
Case | of Thought Sphere of Thought No. No. No. No.
23 do. do. do. 5 parittam— [1]
‘(thought) limited
6 parittairamma-
nam—*(with)
object limited’
24 do. do. do. 7 appamandram- [1]
manam—"‘(with)
object immeasur-
able’
25 do. do. do. 8 appamanam— [1]
‘(thought) immea-
surable’
45 do. do. . do. [2] apokasinam—
‘water-device’
45> do. do. do. [3] tejokasinam—
‘flame-device’
45® do. do. do. [4] vayokasinam—
‘air device’
45¢ do. do. do. [5] nilakasipam—
‘black—blue de-
vice’
454 do. do. do. [6] pitakasinam—
‘yellow device’
45¢ do. do. do. [7] lohitakasinam—

‘red device’

(=2
(=]



8

1902-949

45t

do.

do.

do.

[8] odatakasinam—
‘white device’

46

do.

do.

5 ajjhattam arfipasafifii ba-

58.
5b

hiddha ripani passati—‘not
consicous of himself (as)form,
he sees external forms...’
parittani—‘(as) limited’

tani abhibhuyya janami pas-
sami ‘ti—‘having them mas-
tered, and saying ‘I know,
Isee”, he...”

(1]

65

do.

do.

52
50

suvannadubbannani—*‘(as)
beautiful and ugly...’

1y

67

do.

do.

appamanani—‘(as)
infinite. ..’

(1]

88

do.

do.

nilini nilavanpani nilani-
dassananinilanibhasani—
‘black-blue, of black-blue co-
lour, black-blue-spaced, of
black-blue luminosity. ..’

(1]

101



‘possessed of form, he sees
forms...’
1

(Cont.)
No. of [Nomenclature Variants of Content Trancic Variables | Objects of Thought | Mental Variables
Case | of Thought Sphere of Thought No. No. No. No.
89 do. do. 5 [1]
St pitani pitavanpani pitani-
dassanani pitanibhasani—
‘yellow, of yellow colour,
yellow-spaced, of yellow lu-
minosity. ..’
5b
1
892 do. do. 5 (1]
58 lohitakani lohitakavanpani
lohitakanidassanani lohita-
kanibhasani—‘red, of red
colour, red-spaced, of red
luminosity. ..’
5b
1
89v do. do. 5 [1]
5t odatani odatavannani oda-
tanidassanani odatanibhas-
ani—‘White, of white colour,
white-spaced, of white lumi-
nosity...’
5b
1
90 do. do. 6 rapi ripani passati— [11

S
]



*8

91 do. vdo. 5 [1
1

92 do. do. 7 subham ti—‘saying ‘‘How (1]

beautiful!”’ he...’

93 do. do. 1 1] 6 mettasahagatam—
12 ‘accompanied by
1v friendliness’
lc
ld

o
100 do. do. do. [1] 7 karupdsahaga-
tam—‘accompa-
nied by mercy’
102 do. do. do. (1] 8 muditasahaga—
tam—‘accompa-
nied by sympathy’

104 | jhanam® do. 4 [1] 5
43,
4b
o

105 | jhanam® do. 1 [9] uddhumataka-

18 safifii sahaga-

1 tam—"accompa-
1° nied by the no-
1¢ tion of a swollen
om -

corpse’

£01



T (Cont.)

No. of
Case

Nomenclature
of Thought

Sphere of Thought |

No.

Variants of Content

Trancic Variables
No.

Objects of Thought
No.. e

Mental Variables
No.

106

do.

do.

do.

[10] vinilakasafifia-
sahagatam—
‘accompanied by
the notion of a
discoloured
corpse’

106*

do.

do.

do.

[11] vipubbakasaii-
fiasahagatam—
‘accompanied
by the notion of
a festering
corpse’

106®

do.

do.

do.

[12] vicchiddakas-
afifiasahaga-
tam—‘accompa-
nied by the no-

" tion of a corpse
with cracked
skin’

106°

do.

do.

do.

13 vikkhayitakasaii-
fiasahagatam—
‘accompanied by
the notion of a
corpse gnawed
and mangled’

1064

do.

do.

do.

14 vikkhattakasafi-
fidsahagatam—

‘accompanied by |

the notion of a
corpse cut to
pieces’

et

b3



106°

do.

do.

do.

15 hatavikkhittaka-
safifiasahagatam
—‘accompanied
with the notion

_.of a mutilated
corpse’

106*

do.

do.

do.

16 lohitakasafifia-
sahagatam—
‘accompanied
with the notion
of a bloody
corpse’

1068

do.

do.

do.

17 puluvakasafifia-

sahagatam—

‘accompanied with

the notion of a
corpse with
worms’

106b

do.

do.

do.

18 atthikasafifia-
sahagatam—
‘accompanied by
the notion of a
skeleton’

107

jhanam®

arfipapattiya mag-
gam bhaveti—
‘(one) cultivates the
way of attainment
of the formless’

8 sabbaso riipasaiifianam sama-
tikkama patighasafifidnam
atthangama nanasafifianam
amanasikara—‘by wholly
transcending the notions of
form, with (all) reflexes gone
.away, (and totally) mindless
of the notions of the

* manifold...’.

19 akasinaficiya-
tanasafifiasaha-
gatam—
‘accompanied by
the notion of the

- basis of unbound-
..edspace’

SOT



S - s - (Cont)
No. of [Nomenclature Variants of Content Trancic Variables | Objects of Thought | Mental Variables
Case | of Thought Sphere of Thought No. : No. No. No.
108 do. do. 9 sabbaso akasanaficiyatanam 20 vifiiiananaficiya-
samatikkamma—°‘by wholly tanasarfifiasahaga-
transcending the basis of tam— ‘accom-
unbounded space...’ panied by the no-
4 tion of the basis
of unbounded
consciousness’ 5
109 do. do. 10 sabbaso vififiananaficayata- 21 akificafifidyata-
nam samatikkamma—by nasaiifidsahaga-
wholly transcending the basis tam— ‘accom-
of unbounded consciousness’ panied by the no-
4 tion of the basis
of nothingness’ 5
110 do. do. 11 sabbaso akificafifidyatanam 22 nevasafifianasafi-
samatikkamma—‘by wholly fiayatanasafifia-
transcending the basis of sahagatam—
nothingness. ..’ ‘accompanied by
4 _ the notion of the
basis of what is
neither notionnor
nonnotion’ 5
111 cittam kamavacaram 0 9 chandadhipatey- 1
kusalam yam—°‘dominat-
ed by desire’ .
10 hinam—‘inferior’ 2
1112 do. do. 0 11 viriyadhipatey- 1
yam—‘dominat-
ed by energy’
12 majjhimam— 2

‘medium’

[

&



111

do.

do.

13 cittadhipatey-

0
yam—‘dominat-
ed by thought’
14 panitam—°‘supe-
rior’
113 | jhanam® riiplipapattiya 1 9 (1]
maggam bhaveti 12 14
lb
lc
1d
ow
115 | jhanam® arfipiipapattiya 8 9 [19]
maggam bhaveti 4 14
119 | jhanam® lokuttaram jhanam | 12 niyyanikam apacayagamim—| (1
bhaveti—‘when he ‘leading out (and) unmak-
cultivates the trance ing...’
of the supra- 12 ditthigatainam pahanaya
mundane...’ pathamaya bhimiya pattiya
—*(and) avoiding of (all)
views and opinions in order
to attain at the frst stage’
1
124 do. do. do. 15 suiifiatam— 1
‘empty’
131 do. do. do. 16 appanihitam— | [1]
‘aimless’
138 | jhanam® lokuttaram maggam| 12 1 [1]
bhaveti—‘(when) 122 2
hecultivates thesup-| 1

ramundane way’

Lot



(Cont.)

No. of ;Nomenclaturel
Case | of Thought ‘

Sphere of Thought

No.

Variants of Content

Trancic Variables
No.

Objects of Thought
No.

Mental Variables

No.

138 do.

lokuttaram satipatt-

hanam bhaveti—
‘(when) he cultiva-
tes the supramun-
dane advance in re-
collection’

do.

do.

' do.

138 do.

lokuttaram sam-
mapadhanam bha-
veti—‘(when) he
cultivates the supra-
mundane right ef-
forts®

do.

do.

do.

138¢ do.

lokuttaram iddhi-
padam bhaveti—
‘(when) he cultiva-
tes the course of
supramundane po-
wer’

do.

do.

do.

1384 do.

lokkutaram indri-
yam bhaveti—
‘(when) he cultiva-
tes the supramun-
dane faculty’

do.

do.

do.

138¢ do.

lokuttaram balam
bhaveti—‘(when) he
cultivates the supra-
mundane power’

do.

do.

do.

p—

(=}
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138¢

do.

lokuttaram bojjhari-
gam bhaveti—
‘(when) he cultiva-
tes the supramunda-
ne component of
(complete) awaken-
ing’

do.

do.

do.

1388

do.

lokuttaram saccam
bhaveti—‘(when)
he cultivates the
supramundane
truth’

do.

do.

do.

138k

jhanam?

lokuttaram sama-
tham bhaveti—
‘(when) he cultiva-
tes the supra-
mundane quietude’

12
12»

BN -

(1

138!

do.

lokuttaram dham-
mam bhaveti—
‘(when) he culti-
vates the supra-
mundane dharma’

do.

do.

do.

1384

do.

lokuttaram khan-
dham bhaveti—
‘(when) he cultiva-
tes the supramun-
dane aggregate’

do.

- do.

do.

138k

do.

lokuttaram ayata-
nam bhaveti—
‘(when) he cultiva-
tes the supramun-
dane basis’

do.

do.

do.

601



(Cont.)

No. of IN omenclature
Case | of Thought

Sphere of Thought

No.

Variants of Content

Trancic Variables
No.

Objects of Thought l Mental Variables

No. ' No.

138! do.

lokuttaram dhatu
bhaveti—‘(when)
he cultivates the
supramundane ele-
ment’

do.

do.

do.

138m do.

lokuttaram aharam
bhaveti—‘(when)
he cultivates the
supramundane nu-
triment’

do.

do.

do.

1382 do.

lokuttaram phassam
bhaveti—

‘(when) he cultiva-
tes the supramun-
dane touch’

do.

do.

do.

138° do.

lokuttaram veda-
nam bhaveti—
‘(when) he cultiva-
tes the supramun-
dane sensation’

do.

do.

do.

138e do.

lokuttaram safifiam
bhaveti—‘(when) he
cultivates the supra-
mundane cognition’

do.

do.

do.

138 | do.

lokuttaram ceta-
nam bhaveti—
‘(when) he cultiva-
tes the supramun-
dane volition’

do.

do.

do.




138s

do.

lokuttaram cittam
bhaveti—‘(when)
he cultivates the
supramundane
thought’

do.

vdo.

do.

142

jhanam®

lokuttaram jha-
nam bhaveti

12
13

kamaragavyapadanam tan-
ubhdvaya dutiyaya bhiimiya
pattiya—‘having reduced (the
strength of) sensuality, pas-
sion and maliciousness, in
order to attain to the second
stage. ..

(1

143

do.

do.

12
14

kamaragavyapadanam ana-
vasesappahanaya tatiyaya

bhimiya pattiya—‘having
avoided (all) sensuality, pas-
sion and maliciousness wit-
hout residuum, in order to
attain to the third stage...

—

(1]

144

do.

do.

12
15

riiparaga arfiparaga mana
uddhacca avijjaya anavases-
appahanaya catutthaya bha-
miya pattiyi—‘having avoid-
ded (all) passion for form,
(all) passion for the formless,
(all) conceit, excitement and
ignorancewithout residuum,
inordertoattain to the fourth
stage. ..

(1]

43¢



(Cont.)

No. of :Nomenclature

Sphere of Thought

Variants of Content

Trancic Variables

Objects of Thought

Mental Variables

Case | of Thought No. No. No. No.
145 cittam akusalam— ‘un- 0 1- 1
wholesome’ 6 9 ditthigatasampa-
yuttam—*associat-
ed with views and
opinions’
146 do. do. 0 1- 1
6 9
3
147 do. do. 0 1- 1
6 10 ditthigatavipayut-
tam—°‘dissociated
from views and
opinions’
153 do. do. 0 1- 11 domanassasaha-
6 gatam—*accom-
panied by mental
sorrow’

12 patighasam-
payuttam—‘asso-
ciated with (nega-
tive) reaction’

155 do. do. 0 1- 5
6 13 vicikicchdsam-
payuttam—
‘associated with
perplexity’




156

do.

do. 1- 5
6 14 uddhaccasam-
payuttam—*asso-
ciated with ex-
citement’
157 cakkhuvifi- 15 kamavacarassa kusalassa 1 5
fidnam ‘eye- kammassa katta upacitattda
conscious+ vipakam—°resulting from the
ness’ ripening wholesome action
wrought and stored up in the
sensuous sphere’
0
158 sotavififia- 16 2 5
nam (‘ear- 0
conscious-
ness’)
159 | ghanaviiiiia- 16 3 5
nam (‘smell- 0
conscious-
ness’)
160 | jivhavififia- 16 4 5
nam (‘taste- 0
conscious-
ness’)
161 kayavififia- 16 5 5
nam (‘body- 0
conscious-
ness’)
162 | manodhatu 16 1- 5
(‘element of 0 5

mind)

13141



(Cont.)

No. of[Nomenclature Variants of Content Trancic Variables | Objects of Thought | Mental Variables
Case | of Thought Sphere of Thought No. No. No. No.
163 manovififia- 16 1- 1
nadhatu 0 6
(‘element of
mind-con-
sciousness’)
166 jhanam® riiptpapattiya 17 ripavacarassa kusalassa kam-
maggam bhaveti massa katattd upacitatta vi-
pakam—resulting from the
ripening wholesome action
wrought and stored up in the
sphere of form’
1 (1]
168 jhanam® arlipipapattiya 18 ariipavacayassa kusalassa [1]
maggam bhaveti kammassa katatta upacitatta
vipakam—‘resulting from the
ripening wholesome action
wrought and stored up in the
sphere of formlessness’
8
4 [19] 5
172 | jhanam® lokuttaram jhanam | 19 lokuttarassa kusalassa jha- (11
. bhaveti nassa katatta bhavitatta vipa-
kam—‘esulting from the
ripening wholesome trance
wrought and experienced in
the Supramundane sphere’
12 1
122 2




222 | cakkhuviii- 20 akusalassa kammassa katatta 1 5
fianam upacitattd vipakam—‘result-
ing from the ripening un-
wholesome action wrought
and stored...’
2224 | kayavififia- 20 5 15 dukkhasahaga-
nam 0 tam—*‘accom-
panied by suffer-
ing’
225 manodhatu 0 1- 5
21 kiriya neva kusala nakusala 5
na ca kammavipaka—
‘(which is) an act (as such),
neither wholesome nor un-
wholesome, and not resulting
from the ripening action’
226 | manovififia- 0 1- 1
nadhatu 21 6
229 | jhanam® riipavacaram. .. 21
bhaveti—‘he ex- 22 ditthadhammasukhaviharam
periences in the —‘happy abiding with seen
sphere of form’ dharmas’
1 (1]
231 | jhanam® arfipavacaram... 21 [19]
bhaveti—‘he ex- 23
periences in the 8
sphere of formless- | 4

ness’

11
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“Table VI. Mental States (MS) corresponding to each of 83 States of Consciousness
(or dharmas—A A).8

| No.of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS

Case No.
1 1A

| 1 phassa (touch)
[MS 1-4]

phassa—‘touch’
phusana—‘touching’
samphusana—‘contact’
samphusitattam—*‘(being) con-
tacted’.

2 vedand (sensation) 5 manovififidnadhatu samphas-
[MS 5-11] sajam

cetasikam satam—"‘psychical
ease born of contact with
element

of mind-consciousness’

6 cetasikam sukham—‘psychical
(ly) pleasant’

7 cetosamphassajam satam
(vedayitam)—‘ease (experi-
enced as) born of contact with
the psychical’

8 (cetosamphassajam) sukham
vedayitam—°‘the pleasant
experienced as (born of con-
tact with the psychical)’

9 cetosamphassaja sata
(vedana)—‘(sensation of) ease
born of contact with the

oy psychical’

10 (cetosamphassaja) sukha
vedana—‘sensation of pleasant
(born of contact with the
psychical)’

11 (vedana)—‘sensation’.”

3 safifia (cognition) 12 manovifiianadhatu samphas-
[MS 12-14] saja safifia—‘cognition born
of contact with element of
mind-consciousness’

13 safiidnana—"‘cognizing’

14 safifianitattam—°‘(being)
cognized’

LN =




117

(Cont.)
No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS
4 cetana (intention) 15 manovififianadhatu samphas-
[MS 15-17] saja cetana—"‘volition born of
' contact with element of
mind-consciousness’
16 saficetana—°‘intention’
17 cetayitattam—‘(being) inten-
. ded’
5 citta (thought) 18 citta—‘thought’
[MS 18-22, 19 mano—‘mind’
19, 23-27] 20 manasa—‘mental’
21 hadaya—‘heart’
22 pandara—‘clear’(?!)
19,23 manayatana—‘base of mind’
24 manindriya—‘faculty of mind’
25 vififiana—°‘consciousness’
26 viiifianakkhandha—‘aggregate
of consciousness’ :
. 27 manoviififianadhatu—‘element
6 vitakka (reasoning) of mind-consciousness’
[MS 28-34] 28 takka—‘ratiocination’
29 vitakka—‘reasoning’
30 sankappa—‘construing’
31 appana—-‘fixation’
32 vyappana—‘focusing’
33 cetaso abhiniropana—‘applica-
tion of psyche’
34 sammasankappa—*correct
construing’.
cara—‘procedure (of reflex-
7 vicara (reflexion) 35 tion)’
[MS 35-40] vicara—"reflexion’
36 anuvicara—‘application of
37 reflexion’
upavicara—‘approaching
38 reflexion’
cittassa anusandhanata—
39 ‘adjustment of thought’
40 anupekkhanata—°‘stabilization

(of thought)’

9

GB-2061
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(Cont.)
No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS
-8 piti (joy) 41 piti—‘joy’
[MS 41-49] 42 pamojja—-‘delightful’
43 amodana—-‘delight’
‘44 pamodana—*‘delightfulness’
45 hasa—‘mirth’
46 pahasa—‘merriment’
47 vitti—‘felicity’
'48 odagya—‘elation’
49 attamanata cittassa—‘uprised-
ness of thought’.
9 -sukha (pleasure) 5-11
. [asin A2] '
.10 cittassekaggata ‘50 cittassa thiti—‘stasis of
o (one-directedness thought’
of thought) 51 (cittassa) santhiti—‘constancy
[MS 50-59)] (of thought)
52 (cittassa) avafthiti—
‘steadfastness (of thought)’
53 avisahara—‘unperturbedness
‘ of thought’
54 avikkhepa—’unperplexity
(of thought)’
55 avisahatamanasata—‘unper-
turbed mindedness’
56 samatha—‘quietude’
57 samadhindriya—‘faculty of
concentration’
58 samadhibala—‘power of
concentration’ )
59 sammasamadhi—*‘correct
concentration’.
11 saddhindriya 60 saddha—faith’
(faculty of faith) 61 saddahana—‘having faith’
[MS 60-63, 60, 64, 65] 62 okappana—°‘confidence’
. 63 abhippasada—‘assurance’
60, 64 saddhindriya—‘faculty of
faith’
65 saddhabala—‘power of faith’.
12 viriyindriya 66 cetasiko viriyarambho—
(faculty of energy) ‘physical inception of energy’
[MS 66-82] 67 nikkama—°‘exercise’
68 parakkama—‘exertion’
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(Cont.)
No.of A | Name'of A No. of MS | Name of MS
12 69 uyyama—-‘strive’
(cont.) - 70 vayama—°‘endeavour™
71 ussaha—‘zeal’
72 ussolhi—‘ardour’
' 73 | thama—‘stamina’
74 dhiti—‘firmness’
75 asithilaparakkamata—*‘(state
of) unfaltering exertion’
76 anikkhittacchandata— “(state
of) unabated desire’
77 anikkhittadharata—*‘(state of)
unabated endurance’ ‘
78 dhurasampaggaha—‘strong grip)
of the burden’
79 viriya—‘energy’
80 viriyindriya—‘faculty of
. energy’
81 viriyabala—‘power of energy’
82 sammavayama—correct en-
_ deavour’. ;
13 satindriya 3 83 sati—recollection’
- (faculty of recollection) | ‘84 anussati—‘remembering’
[MS 83-85, 83, 86-89, 7 '
83, 90-92] .
‘85 patissati—‘recalling’
83,86 saranata—‘remembrance’
87 dharapata—‘mindfulness’
i ‘88 apilapanata—‘deep penetra-
" tion (by memory)’
89 asammusanata—‘unforgetful-
ness’
83, 90 satindriya—‘faculty of recol-
lection’
91 satibala—‘power of
recollection’
92 sammasati—*‘correct
recollection’.
14 samdadhindriya 50-59
(faculty of
concentration)
[As in A 10) -
15 panfindriya 93 pafiia—‘wisdom’
(faculty of wisdom) 94 pajanana—*‘understanding’
[MS 93-112, 93,
113-121, 97, 122]) 95 vicaya—‘search’

%
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I

(faculty of mind)
[As in A 5]

(Cont.)
No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS .
15 96 - pavicaya—°‘research’
(Cont.) 97 dhammavicaya—<search of
-Dharma’
98 sallakkhana—-‘discernment’
99 upalakkhana—‘discrimination’
100 paccupalakkhana—-differen-
tiation’
101 pandicca—‘erudition’
102 kosalla—‘proficiency’
103 nepufifia—‘expertise’
104 vebhabya—‘pondering’
105 cinta—‘thinking’
106 upaparikkha—*‘analytical
: investigation’
107 bhiiri—‘breadth (of wisdom)’
108 medha—*‘sagacity’
109 | parinayika—‘(wisdom as)
: a guide’
110 vipassana—‘intuition’
111 sampa jafiia—‘(being)
conscious’
112 patoda—‘(wisdom as) a goad’
93;113 | paniiindriya —‘faculty of
wisdom’
114 paififiabala—‘power of
wisdom’ i
115 paiifiasattha—‘sword of wis-
dom’
116 paififiapasada—‘palace of
wisdom’
117 paiifiaaloka—lamp of
wisdom’
118 paiifidabhasa—‘lustre of
wisdom’
119 paiifidpajjota—‘splendour of
wisdom’
120 paififiaratana—"‘jewel of
wisdom’
121 amoha—‘absence of delusion’
97,122 sammaditthi—‘correct view’
16 manindriya 18-27
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(Cont.)
No.of A | Name of A ‘No. of MS | Name of MS
17 somanassindriya - 5-11
(faculty of mental
gladness) ‘
[Asin AA2,9]
18 Jivitindriya 123 -aripinam dhammanam ayu—
(faculty of living) ‘duration of the formless
[MS 123-131] ‘ dharmas’
124 thiti—*(their) stasis’
' 125 yapana—°‘(their) going on’
) 126 yapana—*(their) keeping
going on’
127 iriyana—*(their) progression’
128 * vattana—°(their) continuance’
129 paland—‘(their) conservation’
130 jivita—<iving’
131 Jivitindriya—*faculty of life’
19 sammaditthi 93-122
(correct view)
[Asin A 15]
20 sammasarikappa 28-34
(correct construing)
[As in A 6]
21 sammavayama 66-82
(correct endeavour)
[As in A 12]
22 sammasati 83-92
(correct recollection)
[As in A 13]
23 sammasamadhi 50-59
(correct concentration)
[As in A A 10, 14]
24 saddhabala 60-65
(power of faith)
[As in A11]
25 viriyabala 66-82
(faculty of energy)
[Asin A 12, 21]
26 satibala 83-92
(power of recollection)
[As in' A A 13, 22)
27 samadhibala 50-59

(power of concentration)

[As in A A 10, 14, 23]
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149

(Cont.)
No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS
28 pafifidbala 93-122
(power of wisdom)
[Asin A A15,19] _
29 hiribala 132 hiriyati hiriyitabbena—‘(when
(power of shame) “ one) is ashamed of (what one)
[MS 132, 133] ; ought to.be ashamed)

133 hiriyati papakanam akusala-
nam dhammanam samapatti-
ya— ‘(when one is) ashamed of
acquisition of sinful and un

: ’ unwholesome dharmas’
.30 ottappabala 134 ottappati ottappitabbena—
(power of remorse) " ‘(when one) feels remorse of
[MS 134, 135] (what one) ought to be re-
morseful’

135 ottappati papakanam akusala-
nam dhammanam samapattiya
—*‘(when one) feels remorse of
acquisition of sinful and
unwholesome dharmas’

31 | alobha 136 alobha—*disinterestedness’
(disinterestedness) alubbhana—‘(state of) not
[MS 136-143] ‘

137 being greedy’

138 alubbhitattam—‘(state of) not
feeling greed’

139 asaraga—‘not infatuated’

140 asarajjana—-(state of) not
being infatuated’

141 asarajjitattam—-‘(state of) not
feeling infatuation’

142 anabhijjha—‘not being

‘ covetous’

143 alobho kusala milam—

: ‘disinterestedness (as) a
wholesome root’

32 adosa 144 adosa—‘non-hatred’
(non-hatred) 145 adussana—‘non-hating’
[MS 144-149] 146 adussitattam—*(state of) not
o feeling hatred’

147 abyapada—‘unmaliciousness’

148 avyapajja—°‘harmless’

- adoso kusala miillam—‘non-

hatred (as) a wholesome root’
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(Cont.)
No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS

33 amoha 93-122
(absence of delusion)

[Asin A 15,19, 28]

34 anabhijjha 136-143
(not being covetous)

[As in A 31]

35 abyapada 144-149
(unmaliciousness)

[As in A 32]

36 sammaditthi 93-122
(correct view)

[Asin A A 15,19, 28, 33]

37 hiri 132-133
(shame)

[As in A29]

38 ottappa 134-135
(remorse)

[As in A30]

39 kayapassaddhi 150 vedanakkhandhassa safifiakk-
(composedrness of body) handhassa sankharakkhandhas-
[MS 150-154] sa passaddhi—‘composedness

of the aggregate of sensation,
of the aggregate of cognition,
and of the aggregate of
synergies’

151 patipassaddhi—‘(their)
composure’

152 passambhana—*(their)
calming down’

153 patipassambhana—‘(their)
complete tranquillization’

154 patipassambhatattam—‘com-
pletely tranquillized’

40 cittapassaddhi 155 vififianakkhandhassa
(composedness of passaddhi—‘composedness of
thought) the aggregate of
[MS 155-159] consciousness’

156 patipassaddhi—‘(its)
composure’

157 passambhana—‘(its) calming
down’

158 patipassambhana—(its)
complete tranquillization’

159 patipassambhatattam—

‘completely tranquillized’.
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(Cont.)

No. of A

Name of A

No. of MS

Name of MS: .

4

42

43

kayalahuta
(lightness of body)
[MS 160-163]

cittalahuta
(lightness of thought)
[MS 164—167]

kayamuduta
(flexibility of body)
[MS 168-171]

cittamuduta
(flexibility of thought)
[MS 172-175]

160

161

162
163

164

165

166
167

168

169
170

171
172
173
174

175

vedanakkhandhassa
safifiakkhandhassa
sankharakkhandhassa
labuta—‘lightness of the
aggregate of sensation, of the
aggregate of cognition, and of
the aggregate of synergies’
lahuparinamata—‘(their
capacity of) easy transforma-
tion’

adandhanata—°‘(their)
non-sluggishness’
avitthanata—*(their) non-
inertness’.
vififianakkhandhassa
lahuta—°‘lightness of the
aggregate of consciousness’
lahuparinamata—-‘(its)
capacity of easy transforma-
tion’

adandhanata—<(its) non non-
sluggishness’
avitthanata—‘(its)
non-inertness’.
vedanakkhandhassa
safiiakkhandhassa
sankharakkhandhassa
muduta—*flexibility of the
aggregate of sensation, of the
aggregate of cognition, and of
the aggregate of synergies’
maddavata—*(their) mildness’
akakkhalata—¢(their) non-
rigidity’

akathinata—*(their)
non-stiffness’.
vififianakkhandhassa muduta—
‘flexibility of the aggregate of
consciousness’
maddavata—‘(its) mildness’
akakkhalata—(its) non-
rigidity’

akathinata—<(its) non-
stiffness’
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(Cont.y:

No. of A

Name of A

No. of MS

Name of MS

45

46

47

48

49

kayakammarifiata
(workability of body)
[MS 176-178]

cittakammarifiata
(workability of
thought)

[MS 179-181]

kayapaguiiriata
(fitness of body)
[MS 182-184]

cittapagurfifiat@
(fitness of thought)
[MS 185-187]

kayujukata
(straightness of body)
[MS 188-192]

176

177

178

179

180

181

182

183

184

185

186

187

188

vedanakkhandhassa
safifiakkhandhassa
sankharakkhandhassa
kammaiifiata—‘workability of
the aggregate of sensation, of
the aggregate of cognition, and |.
of the aggregate of synergies’
kammaififiattam—*¢(their) wor- |
king ability’
kammarifiabhava—‘(their)
being workable’
vifiidnakkhandhassa
kammaiifiata—‘workability
of the aggregate of
consciousness’
kammafifiattam—*(its) working |
ability’
kammafifiabhava—*(its) being
workable’
vedanakkhandhassa
safifiakkhandhassa
sankharakkhandhassa
pagunata-"good quality of the |
aggregate of sensation, of the
aggregate of cognition, and of
the aggregate of synergies’
pagunattam—"‘(their) good
quality’
pagunabhava—*(their) being
of good quality’.
vifiianakkhandhassa
pagunata—‘good quality of ‘
the aggregate of consciousness’ |
pagunattam—°(its) good
quality’

pagunabhava—-(its)

being of good quality’.
vedanakkhandhassa
safifiakkhandhassa
sankharakkhandhassa ujukata
—‘straightness of the aggregate |
of sensation, of the aggregate
of cognition, and of the
aggregate of synergies’
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(unperturbedness)
[As in A A 10, 14, 23,
27, 53]

(Cont.)
No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS
49 189 ujuta—°(their) rectitude’
(Cont.) 190 ajimhata—"(their)
undeflectedness’
191 avankata—°(their)
uncrookedness’
192 akutilata—‘(their)
untwistedness’
50 cittujukata 193 vififianakkhandhassa
(straightness of thought) ujukata—°‘straightness of the
[MS 193-197] aggregate of consciousness’
194 ujuta—~(its) rectitude’
195 ajimhata—‘(its) undeflected-
ness’
196 avankata—-‘(its)
uncrookedness’
197 akutilata—*(its)
untwistedness’.
51 sati 83-92
(recollection)
(Asin A A13, 22, 26]
52 sampajariiia 93-122
(self-awareness)
[Asin A A1S, 19, 28,
33, 36]
53 samatha 50-59
(quietude)
[Asin A A 10, 14, 23,
27]
54 vipassand 93-122
(intution)
[Asin A A15, 19, 28,
33, 36, 52]
55 paggaha 66-82
(grasp)
(Asin AA12, 21, 25]
56 avikkhepa 50-59
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(Cont.)
| No.of o | Name of & No. of MS | Name of MS
| Case No.
| 5A
2a vedana® - 198 manovinfianadhatusamphassa-
[MS 198-200] jam cetasikam neva satam

nasatam—"‘neither

psychical ease nor unease
born of contact with element
of mind-consciousness’

199 cetosamphassajam
adukkhamasukham
vedayitam—°‘(what is) neither
suffering nor pleasure
experienced (as) born of
contact with the psychical’
200 cetosamphassaja
adukkhamasukha vedana—
‘sensation of neither suffering
nor pleasure born of contact
with the psychical®.?

57 upekkha 198-200
(indifference)
[As in A 22]

58 upekkhindriya 198-200
(of indifference)

[As in A A28, 57]

Case No.

1 119A
62 vitakka 28-34
[MS 28-34, 201, 202]
201 magganga—°‘a component of
the Way’
202 maggapariyapanna—‘included
in the Way’.
82 piti 41-49
[MS 41-49, 203]
203 pitisambojjhanga—‘joy (as)

a component of Complete
Awakening’.
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201, 202

(Conty
No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS
103 cittassekaggata 50-59
[MS 50-59, 201-2,
204]

204 samadhisambojjhanga—*‘con-
centration (as) a component
of Complete Awakening’

201,202
122 viriyindriya 66-82
[MS 66-82, 201-2,
205]

205 viriyasambojjhanga—‘energy
(as) a compoment of Complete
Awakening’

201,202
132 satindriya 83-92
[MS 83-92, 201-2,
206]

206 satisambojjhanga—‘recollec-
tion (as) a component of
Complete Awakening’

201,202
142 samadhindriya 50-59
[Asin A 107]
201,202
204
152 parifiindriya 93-122
[MS 83-122, 201-2,
207]

207 dhammavicayasambojjhanga—
‘a search of Dharma (as) a
component of Complete
Awakening’

59 anafifidtanifiassamitindirya 208 dhammanam anafifiatanam
(the faculty [of those aditthanam apattanam
who] say: ‘I shall aviditanam asacchikatanam
know the unknown’) sacchikiriydya pafiia—‘the
[MS 93-122, 201-2, wisdom (that), seeing with (its) |
207, 208] own eyes the unrecognized,
unseen, unattained, unknown,
and unfound dharmas, (says:)
I shall know the unknown™ ’.
93-122
207
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(Cont.)
No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS
1928 sammaditthi 93-122
[As in A 1523]
207
. 201,202
202 sammdsankappa 28-34
[As in A 6] ‘
201,202
60 sammavaca 209 cattihi vaciduccaritehi arati
(correct speech) virati pativirati veramapi—
[MS 201-2, 209-215] ‘leaving off, abstaining, totally
abstaining and refraining
from the four deviations of
speech’
210 akiriya—-‘leaving (them)
' undone’
211 akaranam—"°(leaving them)
unaffected’
212 anajjhapatti—‘not incurring
‘ guilt’
213 vela anatikkamo—*‘not tres-
: passing limit”>
214 setughata—‘destroying (their)
cause’
215 sammavaca—-‘correct speech’
201, 202
61 sammakammanta 216 tihi kayaduccaritehi arati virati
(correct action) pativirati veramani—‘leaving
- [MS 201-2, 216-222] off, abstaining, totally abstain-
ing and refraining from the
three deviations of body’
217 akiriya—‘leaving (them)
undone’
218 akaranam—°‘(leaving them)
unaffected’
219 anajjhapatti—‘not incurring
guilt’
220 vela anatikkamo—‘not tres-
passing limit’
211 setughata—‘destroying (their)
cause’
222 sammakammanta—*correct

201, 202

action’
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201,202

(Conty
No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS
62 samma djiva 223 miccha ajiva arati virati
(correct livelihood) pativirati veramani—‘leaving
[MS 201-2, 223-229] off, abstaining, totally
abstaining and refraining
from the wrong livelihood’
224 akiriya—‘leaving (it) undone’
225 akaranam—°‘(leaving it)
unaffected’ . . »
226 anajjhapatti—‘not incurring
guilt’ ‘
227 velaanatikkama—*‘not trespass
ing limit’
228 setughata—‘destroying (its)
cause’
229 samma ajiva—‘correct
201,202 | livelthood’
212 sammavayama 66-82
[As in A 123] 205
201, 202
22a sammasati 83-92
[As in A 133] 206
Con P 201,202
23a sammasamadhi 50-59
[As in A A 102, 142] 201, 202
204
252 viriyabala 66-82
[As in A A 122, 2]13] 205
201, 202
262 satibala 83-92
[As in A Al 33, 223] 206
201,202
273 samadhibala 50-59
[As in A A 107, 142 233)} 201, 202
204
282 parifiabala 93-122
[As in A A 153, 192] 207
201,202
33a amoha 93-122
[As in A A 153, 193, 282] 207
201,202
362 sammaditthi 93-122
[Asin A A152, 197,
283, 33a) 207
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(Cont.)-
No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS
392 kayapassadhi 150-154 | passadhisambojjhanga—
[MS 150-154, 230] ‘composedness as a component |-
230 of Complete Awakening’
408 cittapassadhi 155-159
[MS 155-159, 230]
230
512 sati 83-92
[Asin A A 133, 223, 206
262] 201,202
522 sampajarifia 93-122
[As in A A 152, 1923, 207
282,332, 362]| 201,202
532 samatha 50-59
[Asin AA102, 143, 201, 202
233, 273] 204
542 vipassana 93-122
[As in 152, 192, 283, 207
33a, 362, 522]| 201,202
552 paggaha 66-82
[As in A A 123, 212, 253] 205
201,202
562 avikkhepa 50-59
[As in A A 102, 142, 2323, 204
272, 53a] 201, 202
Case No.
144A
63 afifiindriya 208
(faculty of recognition) 93-122
[As in A 59] 207

201, 202
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(Cont.)
.| No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS
Case No. -
145B
6b vitakka 28-33
[MS 28-33, 231]
231 micchasankappa—‘wrong
construing’
10v cittassekaggata 50-58
[MS 50-58, 232] 232 micchasamadhi—‘wrong
concentration’
12b viriyindriya 66-81
[MS 66-81, 233]
233 micchavayama—‘wrong
endeavour’
14b samadhindriya 50-58
[As in A 10°]
232
64 micchaditthi 234 ditthi—*‘view’
(wrong view) .
[MS 234-249] 235 | ditthigata—‘current views and
opinions’
236 ditthigahana—‘thicket of
views’
237 ditthikantara—‘wilderness of
views’
238 ditthivisikayika—‘distortion
of views’
239 ditthivipphandita—‘scuffle of
views’
240 ditthisafifiojana—*‘fetters of
views’
241 gaha—‘grasping (of view)’
242 patiggaha—‘sticking
strongly (to view)’
243 abhinivesa—‘inclination
(towards view)’
244 paramasa—°‘holding as para-
mount (one’s view)’
245 kummagga—°‘erroneous way’
246 micchapatha—‘wrong path’
247 micchatta—‘wrongness’
248 titthayatana—‘sectarian bias’
249 vipariyasaggaha—‘grasping of

inverted (views)’
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(Cont,)
No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS

65 micchasarkappa 28-33
(wrong construing)

([As in A 6P] 231

66 micchavayama 66-81
(wrong endeavour)

[As in A 12b] 233

67 micchasamadhi 50-58
(wrong concentration
[As in A A 10D, 14b] 232

25b viriyabala 66-81
[As in A A12Y, 66]

233

27b samadhibala 50-58
[As in A A10P, 14b, 67]

232

68 ahirikabala 250 na hiriyati hiriyitabbena—
(power of shamelessness) ‘(when one is) not ashamed of
[MS 250, 251] (what one) ought to be

ashamed’

251 na hiriyati papakanam
akusalanam dhammanam
samapattiya—°‘(when one is)
not ashamed of acquisition of
sinful and unwholesome
dharmas’

69 anottappabala 252 na ottappati ottappitabbena—
(power of unre- ‘(when one) does not feel
morsefulness) remorse of (what one) ought
[MS 252, 253] to be remorseful’

253 na ottappati papakanam
akusalanam dhammanam
samapattiya—(when one)
does not feel remorse of
acquisition of sinful and
unwholesome dharmas’

70 lobha 254 lobha—‘greed’

(greed)
[MS 254-261] 255 lubbhana—*‘(state of) being
greedy’

256 lubbhitattam—‘(state of)
feeling greed’

257 saraga—‘infatuated’

258 sarajjana—"‘(state of)
being infatuated’

10 GB-2061
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(Cont.)
No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS
70 259 sarajitattam—‘(state of)
(Cont.) feeling infatuation’
260 abhijjha—‘covetousness’
261 lobho akusalamiilam—‘greed
(as) an unwholesome root’
71 moha (delusion) 262 afifiana—"‘nescience’
[MS 262-285]
263 adassana—‘not-seeing’
264 anabhisamaya—‘un-compr-
ehension’
265 ananubodha—‘not under-
standing’
266 asambodha—‘unawakened’
267 appativedha—‘non-penetration’
268 asagahana—‘non-grasping’
269 apariyogahana—inability to
compare’
270 asamapekkhana—‘being
unobservant’
271 apaccavekkhana—‘non-
consideration’
272 apacakkhakamma—
‘inability to demonstrate’
273 dummajjha—<stupidity’
274 balya—‘childishness’
275 asampajafiia—‘unawareness’
276 moha—*‘delusion’
277 pamoha—utter delusion’
278 sammoha—°‘complete
delusion’
279 avijja—‘ignorance’
280 avijjogha—*‘flood of
ignorance’
281 avijjayoga—fetters of
ignorance’
282 avijjanusaya—‘tendency
towards ignorance’
283 avijjapariyutthdna—
‘obsession with ignorance’
284 avijjalanga—‘snares of
ignorance’
285 moho akusalamiilam—-delu-

sion (as) an unwholesome root’
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[MS 286-291]

287

288

289

290

(Cont.)
No. of A Name of A . * | No. of MS | Name of MS
b
72 abhijjha 254-261
(covetousness)
[As in A70]
73 micchaditthi 234-249
(wrong view)
[As in A 64]
74 ahirika 250, 251
(shamelessness)
[As in A 68]
75 anottappa 252-253
(unremorsefulness)
[As in A 69]
53b samatha 50-58
[As in A A 10P, 14b, 67]
232
55b paggdha 66-81
[As in A A 12Pm 25P, 66] 233
56v avikkhepa 50-58
[As in A A 10b, 14b 53b,
67] 232
Case No.
153B
2b vedana 286 manovififianadhatusampassa-

jam cetasikam asatam—
‘psychical unease born of
contact with element of mind-
consciousness’

cetasikam dukkham—
‘psychically unpleasant’
cetosamphassajamasatam .’
(vedayitam)—*‘unease ‘
(experienced as) born of!
contact with the psychical’
(cetosamphassa jam)
dukkham vedayitam—

‘the unpleasant experienced
(as born of contact with the
psychical)’

cetosamphassaja asata
(vedana)—‘(sensation of)
unease born of contact with
the psychical’

10*
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(Cont.)
No. of A Name of A ‘ No. of MS | Name of MS
2b 291 (cetosamphassaja) dukkha
(Cont.) vedana—‘sensation of unpleas-
ant (born of contact with the
psychical)’
76 dukkha 286-291
(suffering)
[As in A 2b]
77 domanassindriya 286-291
(faculty of mental
SOITow)
[As in A A 2D, 76]
78 dosa (hatred)
[MS 292-302] 292 dosa—‘hatred’
293 dussana—‘hating’
294 dussitattam—*(state of) feeling
hatred’
295 byapatti—‘maliciousness’
296 byapajjana—‘causing harm’
297 byapajjitatta—‘harmfulness’
298 virodha—‘enmity’
299 pativirodha—‘hostility’
300 candikka—‘churlishness’
301 asuropa—‘abruptness’
302 anattamanata cittassa—
‘depression of thought’
79 byapada 292-302
(maliciousness)
[As in A 78]
Case No.
155B
10¢ cittassekaggata 50
[MS 50]
80 vicikiccha 303 kankha—‘doubt’
(perplexity)
[MS 303-316] 304 kankhayana—‘doubting’
305 kankhayitattam—‘dubiety’
306 vimati—‘puzzlement’
307 vicikiccha—‘perplexity’
308 dvelhaka—‘being in doubt
(before two alternatives)’
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(Cont.y
No. of A | Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS
80 309 dvedhapatha—"‘standing at
(Cont.) crossroads’
310 samsaya—‘succumbing (to
hesitation)’
311 anekamsaggaha—‘uncertainty
(indecision)’
312 asappana—°‘evasion’
313 parisappana—°‘indecisiveness’
314 apariyogahana—*lack of real
grasping’
315 thambhatattam—°‘vacillation’
316 cittassa manovilekha— mental |
‘ perturbation of thought’
Case No.
156B
81 uddhacca 317 cittassa uddhacca—‘excitement
(excitement) of thought’
[MS 317-320]
318 aviipasama—‘agitation’
319 cetaso vikkhepo—*psychical
perplexity’
320 bhantattam cittassa—
‘turmoil of thought’
Case No.
157C
2¢ vedana 321 cakkhuvififianadhatusamphas-
[MS 199, 200, 321] sajam cetasikam neva satam
nasatam—-‘neither psychical
ease nor unease born of con-
tact with element of eye-
consciousness’
199-200
3a saifia 322 cakkhuvififianadhatusamphas-

[MS 13, 14, 322]

13,14

saja safifia—°‘cognition born of
contact with element of eye-
consciousness’
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328

(Cont.)
No. of A Name of A - No. of MS | Name of MS
42 .. | cetand 323 cakkhuvinfanadhatu
[MS 16, 17, 323] samphassaja cetana—
, ‘volition born of contact with
element of eye-consciousness’
. 16,17
52 citta 18-26
[MS 18-26, 324]
324 cakkhuvififianadhatu—
. ‘element of eye-consciousness’
162 manindriya 18-26
: [As in 52]
324
1 Case No.
1 158C
24 vedand 325 sotavifiianadhatusamphassa-
[MS 199, 200, 325] jam cetasikam neva satam
nasatam—‘neither psychical
ease nor unease born of contact
with element of ear-
consciousness’
199, 200
3b safifida 326 sotavifiianadhatusamphassaja
[MS 13, 14, 326] safiia—‘cognition born of
contact with element of
ear-consciousness’
13,14
4b cetand 327 sotavifiidnadhatusamphassaja
[MS 16, 17, 327] cetana—*volition born of
contact with element of ear-
consciousness’
16,17
50 citta 18-26
[MS 18-26, 328]
328 sotavifiiianadhatu—‘element
of ear-consciousness’
16 manindriya 18-26
[As in 5%]
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(Cont.)
No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS
Case No.
159C
2e vedand 329 ghanavififianadhatusamphassa-
[MS 199, 200, 329] jam cetasikam neva satam
nasatam—‘neither psychical
ease nor unease born of con-
tact with element of smell-
consciousness’
199, 200
3¢ Sanna 330 ghanavifinanadhatusamphassa-
[MS 13, 14, 330] ja safifia—‘cognition born of
contact with element of
smell-consciousness’
4¢ cetana 331 ghanavififianadhatusamphas-
[MS 16, 17, 331] saja cetana—°‘volition born of
contact with element of
smell-consciousness’
16-17
5¢ citta 18-26
[MS 18-26, 332]
332 ghanaviiifianadhatu—‘element
of smell-consciousness’
16¢ - manindriya 18-26
[As A 5¢]
332
Case No.
160C
2f vedana 333 jivhavififilnadhatusamphassa-
[MS 199, 200, 333] jam cetasikam neva satam
nasatam—‘neither psychical
ease nor unease born of
contact with element of taste-
consciousness’
199, 200
3d safifia 334 jivhavififianadhatusamphassa-

[MS 13, 14, 334]

13,14

ja safifia—‘cognition born of
contact with element of taste-
consciousness’
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[MS 16, 17, 344]

16, 17

(Cont.)
No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS
4d cetand 335 jivhavifiianadhatusamphassaja
[MS 16, 17, 335] cetana—*volition born of
contact with element of
taste consciousness’
16,17
5d citta 18-26
[MS 18-26, 336] 336 jivhavinfianadhatu—‘element
of taste-consciousness’
164 manindriya 18-26
[As in 59]
336
Case No.
161C
28 vedana 337 kayavinfianadhatusamphassa-
[MS 337-342] jam kayikam satam—°‘bodily
ease born of contact with ele-
ment of body-consciousness’

338 kayikam sukham—‘bodily
pleasant’

339 kayasamphassajam satam
(vedayitam)—°‘ease (experi-
enced as) born of contact with
body’

340 (kayasamphassajam) sukham
vedayitam—°‘the pleasant
experienced (as born of
contact with body)’

341 kayasamphassaja sata (vedana)
—“(sensation of) ease born of
contact with body’

342 (kayasamphassaja) sukha
vedana—"‘sensation of
pleasant (born of contact
with body)’

3e safina 343 kayavififianadhatusamphassa-
[MS 13, 14, 343] ja safifia—‘cognition born of
contact with element of body-
consciousness’
13,14
4e cetand 344 kayavififiandhatusamphassaja

cetana—‘volition born of
contact with element of body-
consciousness’
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(Cont)
No. of A Name of A No. of MS | Name of MS
5e citta 18-26
[MS 18-26, 345]
345 kayavififianadhatu—‘element
of body-consciousness’
92 sukha 337-342
[As in A 28]
16¢ manindriya 18-26
[MS as in A 5¢]
345
82 sukhindriya 337-342
[As in A A28, 93]
Case No.
162C
2h vedanda 346 manodhatusamphassajam
[MS 199, 200, 346] cetasikam neva satam nasa-
tam—'neither psychical ease
nor unease born of contact with
element of mind’
199, 200
3f saffa
[MS 13, 14, 347] 347 manodhatusamphassaja
safifid—‘cognition born of
contact with element of mind’
13,14
4f cetand 348 manodhatusamphassa ja
[MS 16, 17, 348] cetana—"‘volition born of
contact with element of mind’
16,17
5f citta 18-26
[MS 18-26, 349]
349 manodhatu—‘element of mind’
6° vitakka 28-33
[MS 28-33]
16f manindriya 18-26
[As in A 5f]

349
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(Cont.)

No. of A

Name of A

No. of MS

Name of MS

Case No.
222C

2i

762

83

vedand
[MS 350-355]

dukkha

[As in A2i]
dukkhindriya
(faculty of suffering)
[As in A A 21 763]

350

351

352

353

354

355

350-355

350-355

. (kayasamphassajam) dukkham

kayaviiifianadhatusamphassa-
jam kayikam asatam—°‘bodily
unease born of contact with
element of body-consciousness’
kayikam dukkham—*‘bodily
unpleasant’

kayasamphassajam asatam
(vedayitam)—‘unease
(experienced as) born of
contact with body’

(vedayitam)—‘the unpleasant
experienced (as born of
contact with body)’
kayasamphassaja asata
(vedana)—‘(sensation of)unease
born of contact with body’
(kayasamphassaja) dukkha
vedana—°‘sensation of un-
pleasant (born of contact with
body)’
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Table VII. Sets of Dharmas

D1 [AA1-56 (56)] NolA

D2 [AA1-14, 16-18, 20-27, 29-32, 34, 35, 37-51, 53, 55, 56 (49)] No3A

D3 [aA1, 22 3-7, 10-16, 18-58 (55)] NoSA

D4 [AA1-7,10-14, 16, 18, 20-27, 29-32, 34, 35, 37-51, 53, 55-58 (48)] No7A
D5 [AA1-5 8-19, 21-56 (53)] Nol0A

D6 [AA1-5,9-19, 21-56 (52)] NollA

D7 [AA1-5,10-16, 18, 19, 21-58 (52)] Nol12A

D8 [AA1-5,7-19, 21-56 (54)] No14A

D9 [AA1-5,6% 7, 8%, 9,109, 11,122-152,16-18, 192-232, 24, 252282, 29-32, 332, 34, 35,
363, 37, 38, 392, 402, 41-50, 512-562, 59-62 (60)] No1194

D10 [A A As in D9+ A 63 (61)] Nol1444
D11 [A A1-5, 6, 7-9, 100, 12°, 14, 16-18, 25b, 27b, 53b, 55b, 56b, 64—75(32)] Nol145B

D12 [A A 1-5, 6b, 7-9, 10P, 12°, 14P, 16-18, 25P, 27b, 53b, 55b  56b, 65-72, 74, 75 (30)]
Nol478

D13 [A A1, 27, 3-5, 6P, 7, 10P, 12b, 14b, 16, 18, 25Y, 27b, 53b, 55b, 56b, 57, 58, 64-75
(31)] No149B

D14 [A A1, 2, 3-5, 6P, 7, 10°, 12°, 14P, 16, 18, 25P, 27°, 53P, 55Y, 56°, 65-69, 71, 74-79
(29)] No153B

D15 [A A1, 22,3-5, 60,7, 10°, 12°, 16, 18, 25P, 55, 57, 58, 65, 66, 68, 69, 71, 74, 75, 80
(23)] Nol55B

D16 [AA1,22,3-5,6P, 7, 10¢, 125, 14b, 16, 18, 25b,27Y, 53b, 55D, 56b, 57, 58, 65-69, 71,
74, 75, 81 (28)] Nol56B

D17 [A A1, 2¢, 32, 42, 52, 10¢, 162, 18, 57, 58 (10)] No157€

D18 [A A1, 29, 3b, 4P, 5b 10c, 16°, 18, 57, 58 (10)] No158C

D19 [A A1, 28, 3¢, 49, 5.° 10, 16¢°, 18, 57, 58 (10)] Nol159€

D20 [A A1, 2f, 34,44, 54, 10, 164, 18, 57, 58 (10)] No160C

D21 [A A1, 28, 3¢, 4, 5¢, 92, 10¢, 162, 18, 82 (10)] No161€

D22 [A A1, 2b, 3f, 4f 5T, 6, 7, 10°, 16f, 18, 57, 58 (12)] No162C
D23 [AA1-5, 65, 7-9, 10°, 16-18 (13)] No163€

D24 (A1, 28, 3-5, 65, 7, 10, 16, 18, 57, 58 (12)] N0164€

D25 [A A1, 21, 3-5, 105, 16, 18, 762, 83 (10)] No222C

D26 [A A1, 2, 3-7, 10¢, 16, 18, 57, 58 (12)] No224€
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Table VIII. Correspondences of cases of Rise of thought to
the Text of Citta kanda of Dhs.

Section Section Section Section Section
No of Noof No of No of No of|
§, 8§, 88§ p. 3, §8, 88§ p-. §, 88, 88§ p. §, §§, 88§ . 3, §§, §§§] p-
case | etc. case |~ etc. case ™ etc. case 1™ etc. case I etc.
1. { 1.1.1 18- 48. | 1.2.53 | 57 95.11.2.100( 68 | 142.|1.5.148{ 90-1 | 192. | 3.1.38 | 127
27
2. 1.14 39 49. | 1.2.54 | 57 96. {1.2.101 | 68 | 143.]1.5.149| 91 | 193.| 3.1.39 | 127-
128
3. | 1.1.5 | 39- 50. | 1.2.55| 57 97. 11.2.102| 68 | 144. | 1.5.150 91 | 194. | 3.1.40 | 128
40
4. | 1.1.7 41 51. | 1.2.56 | 57-8 | 98.|1.2.103} 68 | 145. |2.1.1 92-7 1 195. | 3.1.41 | 128-
129
5.| 1.1.8 |41-2| 52.| 1.2.57| 58 99. | 1.2.104| 68 | 146. | 2.1.3 97 | 196. | 3.1.42 | 129
6. 1.1.10 | 43 53.] 1.2.58 | 58 | 100. | 1.2.105| 68 | 147. |2.1.4 98 | 197. | 3.1.43 | 129
7.1 1.1.11 | 43-4| 54.| 1259 | 58 | 101.}1.2.106| 68 | 148. |2.1.6 99 | 198. | 3.1.44 | 129-
130
8. 1.1.13 | 44-5| 55. | 1.2.60| 58-9 | 102. | 1.2.107 | 69 | 149. |2.1.7 99— | 199. | 3.1.451 130
100
9.] 1.2.14 | 45 56. | 1.2.61 [ 59 | 103.]1.2.108; 69 | 150.|2.1.9 100 | 200. | 3.1.46 | 130-
131
10. | 1.2.15 | 45-6 | 57.{ 1.2.62| 59 | 104.)1.2.109| 69 | 151.}2.1.10 | 100-} 201. | 3.1.47 | 131
101
11. | 1.2.16 | 46-7| 58. | 1.2.63| 59 | 105.|1.2.110{ 69 | 152. |2.1.12 101 | 202. | 3.1.48 | 131
12. | 1217 | 47 59. | 1.2.64 | 59 | 106. | 1.2.111| 69 | 153. {2.2.13 | 102-| 203. | 3.1.49 | 131
103
13. | 1.2.18 | 47-8| 60. | 1.2.65 | 59— | 107. | 1.3.112| 70 | 154.|2.2.15 103 | 204. | 3.1.50 | 132
60
14. | 1.2.19 | 48 61. | 1.2.66 | 60 | 108.|1.3.113| 70 | 155.|2.3.16 104 | 205. | 3.1.51 | 132
15. | 1220 | 48-9| 62. | 1.2.67 | 60 | 109. | 1.3.114| 70 | 156. |2.3.18 105 | 206. | 3.1.52 | 132
16. | 1.2.21 [49-50] 63. | 1.2.68 | 60 | 110. | 1.3.115{ 70 | 157.|3.1.1 107- | 207. | 3.1.53 | 133
108
17. | 1.2.22 | 50-1| 64.| 1.2.69 | 60-1| 111. | 1.4.116 | 70-1 | 158- 3.1.3 109- | 208. { 3.1.54 | 133
161. 110
18. | 1.2.23 | 51 65. | 1.2.70 | 61 112. 114117 71 162. | 3.1.5 111-| 209. | 3.1.55 | 133-
112 134
19. | 1224 | 51 66. | 1.2.71 | 61 113. | 1.4.118 | 71-2 | 163. | 3.1.7 113-| 210. | 3.1.56 | 134
115
20. | 1.2.25| 51 67. | 1.2.72| 61 114. [ 1.4.119| 72 | 164. |3.19 115-| 211. | 3.1.57 | 134
117
21. | 1.226 | 51 68. | 1.2.73 | 61-2| 115.{1.4.120} 72 | 165. |3.1.11 | 117-| 212. | 3.1.58 | 134-
118 135
22. | 1.2.27 | 51-2| 69.| 1.2.74 | 62 | 116. | 1.4.121 | 72-3 | 166. | 3.1.12 118 | 213. | 3.1.59 | 135
23.| 1.2.28 { 52 70. | 1.2.75 | 62 | 117.}1.4.122| 73 167. | 3.1.13 118 | 214. | 3.1.60 | 135
24, 1 1229} 52 71. 1 1.276 | 62 | 118.|1.4.123| 73 168. | 3.1.14 119 | 215.} 3.1.61 | 135-
136
25. 1 1230 52 72. | 1.2.77 | 62 | 119.}1.5.124| 74— | 169. | 3.1.15 119 | 216. | 3.1.62 | 136
84
26. | 1.2.31 52 73. | 1.2.78 | 63 120. | 1.5.126 | 85 | 170. | 3.1.16 | 119-| 217.| 3.1.63 | 136
120
27. ] 1.232| 52 74. | 1.279 | 63 | 121.}1.5.127| 85 | 171.|3.1.17 120 | 218. | 3.1.64 | 136-
137
28. | 1233 53 75. | 1.2.80 | 63 122, 1 1.5.128| 85 | 172.}3.1.18 120 | 219. | 3.1.65 | 137
29. | 1.234 | 53 76. | 1.2.81 63 123. | 1.5.129 | 85-6 | 173.}3.1.19 | 120-}| 220. | 3.1.66 | 138
121
30. | 1.2.35 | 53 77. | 1.2.82 | 64 | 124.]1.5.130] 86 | 174. | 3.1.20 121 | 221-| 3.1.69 | 139
222.
31. | 1.2.36 1 53 78. | 1.2.83 | 64 | 125.11.5.131| 86 175. ] 3.1.21 121 | 223.| 3.1.71 | 140
32. | 1.2.37 | S3 79. | 1.2.84 | 64 | 126.)1.5.132] 86 | 176.|3.1.22 | 121-| 224. | 3.1.72 | 141

122
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Table VIII (C(}nt.)

Section

3, 88, §89
etc.

Section

§, 8, §88
etc.

Noof Section

ools 88, 858

etc.

Section
No of
o . 85, 85§
etc.

No o”
case

No of
p. p- P- | case p-

§, 88, 88
etc. case

Section{ 0 Noof

33. | 1.2.38 | 53-4| 80. | 1.2.85| 64 | 127.1.5.133| 86-7 | 177. | 3.1.23 122 | 225, | 3.2.73 | 141-

142

34. | 1.239 | 54 81. | 1.2.86 | 64-5| 128. | 1.5.134| 87 178. | 3.1.24 122 | 226. | 3.2.74 | 142-

143

35. | 1.240 | 54 82. | 1.2.87 | 65 | 129.|1.5.135| 87 | 179.|3.1.25 | 122-| 227.| 3.2.76 | 144
123

36. | 1.2.41 | 54 83. | 1.2.88 | 65 | 130.|1.5.136| 87 | 180. | 3.1.26 123 | 228.| 3.2.77 | 144-

145

37. | 1.242 | 54 84. | 1.2.89| 65 131. | 1.5.137| 87 | 181. | 3.1.27 123 | 229.| 3.2.78 | 145
38. | 1.243| 54 85. | 1.2.90 | 65-6 | 132. | 1.5.138 | 87-8 | 182. | 3.1.28 | 123-| 230. | 3.2.79 | 145
124
39.| 1.2.44 | 54-5| 86. | 1.2.91| 66 | 133.|1.5.139| 88 183. | 3.1.29 124 | 231. | 3.2.80 | 145-
146
40. | 1.245| 55 87. | 1292 66 | 134.]|1.5.140| 88 184. | 3.1.30 124 | 232.| 3.2.81 | 146
41.| 1.246 | 55 88. | 1.2.93| 66 | 135.|1.5.141| 88 | 185.[3.1.31 | 124-| 233. | 3.2.82 | 146
125
42. ] 1.247| 55 89. | 1.2.94 | 66-7 | 136. | 1.5.142| 88 | 186. | 3.1.32 125 | 234.| 3.2.83 | 146
43. | 1.2.48 | S5 90. { 1.2.95| 67 | 137. |1.5.143| 88-9 | 187. | 3.1.33 | 125-
126
44. | 1.2.49 | 55-6| 91.| 1.296 | 67 | 138.|1.5.144| 89 | 188.|3.1.34 126
45. | 1.250 | 56 92. | 1.297 | 67 | 139.|1.5.145| 89 | 189.|3.1.35 126
46. | 1.2.51 | 56-7 | 93.| 1.2.98 | 67 | 140. | 1.5.146| 90 | 190. | 3.1.36 | 126-
127
47. | 1.2.52| 57 94. | 1.299 | 67 | 141.| 1.5.147| 90 | 191. | 3.1.37 127

5.1.0. It is in the contexts formed by content of thought, the contexts which
otherwise could be termed ‘the systems of content’, where one can clearly observe
(looking at Table V) how thought operates. And more importantly, one could
see how, being the subject of different, mainly dhyanic operations, (i.e. those under
variants of content in Table V) thought assumes different names. Each of these
names denotes, in fact, a certain group of operations, substituting in each of
these the term of ‘thought’ proper, i.e., citta. Speaking semantically, I am inclined
to think of thought as present in dharmas in two essentially different ways:
in the sense of its comnotations, and in the sense of its meanings. So, speaking
of connotations of thought, I may, for example, say that thought (citta) taken
as a dharma (A5, citta) connotes all mental states in terms of which this dharma
is interpreted (i.e., Ms.18-27 in the Table VI) together with these same mental
states of A A16,5% 16% etc. Whereas, in dealing with meanings of thought,
I have to establish the direct semantic relation of a given ferm by which thought is
denoted in a given particular case, to a certain philosophical, psychological, or
any other content revealed by means of the context where this term figures. [In the
context of dharmas, ‘a term’ means ‘a Pali term’, so that in all our cases it will be
citta, not ‘thought’, the meaning of which is to be revealed !] Therefore, when I say
that ‘citza (“thought”) is vififiana (“consciousness’),’” the aspect of connotation is
involved, while if I say that ‘thought (citta) is a state of consciousness (dharma)—
this is, apparently a problem of meaning, which, as such, exceeds the confines of
the text of Dhs and leads us to the Commentaries. I am, however, inclined to think
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that Buddhaghosa’s Atthasalini is of no real help in the understanding of Dham-
masangani or, more precisely speaking, it may help a lot to comprehend the con-
cepts and notions of this book syntagmatically only. That is, the Commentary
seems to have been meant to clarify and elucidate their meanings only in so far as
they figured in certain, more or less stable and predictable, combinations and not
having paid any attention to what could be conventionally named their ‘positional
semantics’. The last can be conceived of as the sum total of all positions of a given
term (for example, citta), where each position is a unique combination of this term
with other abhidhammic terms. Or, if we put it the other way around, the meaning
of each abhidhammic term consists (or, is the sum) of all its positional meanings and
of all positional meanings of its connotations.

5.1.1. The nomenclature of thought (see Table III) reflects in itself one
dimension of thought, which could be conventionally called ‘subjective’. This term
I introduce only to underline the fact that, as far as we are concerned with thought
to which a content is ascribed in the context of rise of thought, this thought could
be deemed as what ‘has arisen’, i.e., as the subject of ‘rise’ understood in the sense
of the most abstract and formal action of all thinkable actions. And such this
‘subjectiveness’ of thought is itself merely formal, for no more than merely formal
is its predication by ‘rise’. It is one of the ideas which I have repeatedly tried to
show (not to prove, for it would be totally impossible to try to prove it!)—that it is
thought which thinks in dharmas, not a person. [Though it is, as it were, a person
(puggala) that is ascribed to thought (together with ‘objects’ and ‘dharma-objects’)
by the great commentator, as we see it here in the beginning of Essay 4.] On this
point I may go even as far as to assert that, if understood in the sense of ‘subjective
dimension’, thought not only cannot be ‘a person’, but cannot, so to speak, think
of objects as persons, for it thinks of objects as objects, and/or of dharmas as
objects. [Unless, of course, it has begun thinking of objects as dharmas which,
however, would lead us to an absolutely different quality of thought, that of
‘wisdom’ (pafifia, A15.] The seven ‘substitutes’ of thought—T.3-9—are, in fact,
the seven modalities of consciousness, in terms of which thought finds its concreti-
zation, which means that in these seven groups of cases we have no one whole men-
tality any more—it is given in the Abhidhammic observation as already analysed
into seven modalities each of which substitutes thought on the one hand, and
figures as or instead of, the whole mentality, on the other. So, for instance, the
element of eye-consciousness sees the visible forms as thought thinks of its objects
(ie., of the objects which, by definition, belong to all/ six modalities).

The last idea, that thought (or mind, or consciousness) eXists not only in its
totality, but also in its concrete, ‘sensory’ as well as ‘mental’ modalities,!? is, per-
haps, one of the most interesting discoveries made in the Abhidhamma, anticipat-
ing some, not yet even ‘current’ ideas of modern psychology. The idea which be-
comes more complicated when one sees that the states of consciousness (dhammas)
can be either wholesome (kusala) or unwholesome (akusala) only provided that
mentality functions in its totality. Because, when those modalities of consciousness
function analytically (we do not know yet whether such this functioning is syn-
chronic or not), the dharmic composition decreases drastically, and the number
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of dharmas is reduced to 10-12 indeterminate dharmas (see Table VI, Nos. 157-222,
and Table VII, DD. 17-26). This is probably what can be deemed ‘pure’ kinds of”
consciousness, pure not in the sense of any ethical, religious, or even yogic prog-
ress, but rather in the sense in which matter or form is regarded in the Abhidhamma
as having nothing to do with either causes or fruits of any action and is, thereby,
‘akarmic’ (like Nirvana itself).

So, summing up what has been said about this subjective dimension of thought,
we may state that thought, in assuming different terms from its nomenclature
goes from, shall we say, ‘quasi-natural’ rises connected with uncontrolled motiva--
tions, through various stages of yogic (dhyanic) transformation (where motivations
are controlled at first, and then eliminated), culminating in supramundane (lokut-
tara) trances, then, as it were, ‘experiences’ the regression of unwholesome states
of consciousness and, finally, ends up in this digression to a totalneutrality of sep--
arately functioning modalities of consciousness.

5.1.2. Quite another dimension of thought can be found in the large group-
of terms which denote dharmas (A A, ‘states of consciousness’) and dharmic
connotations (MS, ‘mental states’). It can be shown by the following example:
To the thought (citta) that ‘has arisen’ in the context of ‘rise’ No. 1 (so called ‘the
first thought’) a set of 56 dharmas (D.1)is related. The fifth state of consciousness
in this set is also ‘thought’ (AS, citta). The latter, in turn, connotes ten mental
states (MS.18-27) the first of which s ‘thought’ yet again (MS.18). Moreover, there
is in this same set the dharma of ‘faculty of mind’ (A 16 manindriya) the composi--
tion of which is the same as that of the dharma of thought, i.e., it contains exactly
the same mental states (MS.18-27). So we have, so far, the four ‘thoughts’ termed
by the same word (citta) and differing from each other only in their respective
positions in Table VI: ‘thought as arisen’ (i.e., as ‘subject of rise’), thought as A S,
thought as MS.18 in A5, and thought as MS.18 in A 16. [We can say, thus, that
one and the same term, citta, has the four different positional meanings, for they
are different indeed.]

Now, passing to the class of indeterminate dharmas (dhamma abyakata), we see
how in the reduced sets of dharmas (DD.17-26), the seven variants of the dharma
of thought (A A5%-5, and separately, A5) contain in their respective groups of
mental states the terms T.3-9 of the nomenclature of thought, in the manner
exactly the same as we have seen in the above-mentioned case of citta: ‘element of
eye-consciousness’ (cakkhuvififianadhatu) figures as the subject of rise of thought
(T.3), and as a particular mental state [A5* (and 16%); MS.324]; ‘element of ear--
consciousness’ (sotavififianadhatu, T.4) figuresin A 5° and A 16° as MS.328 ; element
of smell-consciousness’ (ghanavififianadhatu, T.5)—in A 5° (and A 16°) as MS.332,.
and so on.

We may conceive of this ‘dharmic’ dimension of thought as of what could be-
deemed of in a more objective way. This is so, not only in view of the fact that
dharmas, at least in principle, are the objects [even apart from so-called ‘dharma--
objects’ (dhammarammana)] but, first of all, because in the context of rise of thought
it is thought itself that assumes the role of subject vis-d-vis dharmas (see Table IX)..
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5.1.3. Apparently, the content of thought, as seen in Table V, shows that
there could be found very few connotations of thought in the composition of its
content. The word ‘thought’ (citza) we meet only twice, in the context of rise of
thought, where thought is said to be ‘superior’ and ‘dominated by thought’ (citzam
panitam cittadhipateyyam, No. 111°; C.0; TV.13, 14). However, more important
is that we can find in the content of jhanas some indirect indications that thought
is present there implicitly as, perhaps, the primary material for subsequent dhyanic
transformation. This, it seems to me, can be said of ‘unwholesome dharmas’ in
the content of the first trance (No. 9; C.1). But can we apprehend all dhyanic
transformation, or, more precisely speaking, all content of dhyanic thought as
transformation of thought itself?

Not feeling myself able to answer this question, I would prefer to confine myself
to two, so to speak, ‘limiting remarks’. Firstly, one can state about each step of
dhyanic progression (i.e., the first trance, the second, the third, etc., the first stage
(bhami), the second, etc., and so on), that what each particular case of dhyana has
as its content is the previous thought (previous in the sense of yogic phasing, not
the past in the sense of time external to dhyana), so that each ‘not yet transformed
thought’ is seen (or rather, thought of) as residual, not actual, whereas thought
that ‘has arisen’ (as we have it in Nos. 1-8, for instance) is always actual. There-
fore, the ‘unwholesome states of consciousness’ of the first jad@na might have meant
the specifically unwholesome dhammas (marked as akusala in Table VI), and as
-such, might have been related to the previous and wholesome thought (citza) as
its dharmas. [Or even, one may conjecture, these dharmas could have figured
‘before and/or instead of” thought in their ‘subjective’ function (see Table 1X.).]

My second remark is even more conjectural. There are, in the composition of
the content of thought, some moments which point out the threefold structure of
content, i.e., the implicit classification of content into ‘the mental’ (manas and its
derivations), ‘the psychical’ (cezas and its derivations) and ‘belonging to or possess-
ing of, form’ (riipa and its derivations). This phenomenon of threefoldness—com-
mon place in the context of Abhidhamma as the whole, and particularly clearly
seen in the lists of dharmas and mental states—could be traced in such elements
of content as ‘tranquillization of psyche’ (No. 10; C.2), ‘self-conscious’ (No. 11;
C.3), ‘seeing the external forms’ (No. 46; C.5), etc. But the main thing here is
that thought itself (which also is present in dharmas in a threefold manner, as
‘thought’, ‘mind’, and ‘consciousness’) cannot retain its stasis in the context of a
trance. That is why it can only be deduced as lying in the background of every
dhyanic content, and externally unobservable.

5.2 What we have here summarily called ‘sphere of thought’ presents, in
fact, the three very different things (see Table IV): the most general quality of
thought, the most general quality of states of consciousness, and the most general
-quality of, shall we say, sphere (avacara) as such.}! Needless to say, that in Dhs.
and in the Abhidhamma in general, the idea of sphere was not yet crystallized
into a quasi-ontological ‘hierarchy of being’ of the latest sections and schools
of Theravada. In the context of dharmas, ‘sphere’ means, first of all, a sphere
where, or within which, thought operates. Or, more precisely speaking, it implies
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something which, in itself, is no thought, having, at the same time, no concreteness
of an empirical object. Or, it even can be said that sphere is a direction, orientation,
or tendency of thought, implying, thereby, a certain place still to be attained (as
in the case of the four jhanas) by one whose thought is, or has been, directed thereto,
aimed at, or concentrated on. The concept of ‘conscious karma’ (citkarma) log-
ically links this idea with that of karma so that, practically, one’s bad (akusala)
thought in the present is (in a way, of course!) what will be one’s szaze (i.e., ‘sphere’,
avacara, dhatu, gati) in the future. This, of course, is too primitive an explanation,
for the whole context of dharmas shows us that this term itself must have been
used primarily in some specific and technically determined yogic or dhyanic pro-
cedures. And here I will limit myself by simply stating that the very idea of karma
or karmically caused conditions might have been conceived as one of the elements
{or even objects’) of ‘dhyanic thinking’ in early Buddhism.

As for wholesome, unwholesome, or indeterminate dharmas, the problem seems
to be far more complex.!? For it is the context of ‘rise of thought’ where we see
the sets of dharmas separated from the content and, as it were, ousted from
‘thought itself” into the very remote periphery of the fopos of rise of thought. So,
I surmise that ‘the unwholesome dharmas’, for example, mean in Dhs. something
like ‘the unwholesome conditions’ with respect to a thought in question.

On the whole, the very idea of sphere in the Abhidhamma seems to be directly
connected with what could be conventionally called ‘the static model of the uni-
verse’, or ‘cosmology’, as opposed to ‘the universe as a dynamic system’, or ‘cos-
mogony’. The latter remained in Buddhism (as well as in other Indian philosophies
where the conception of cycles always prevailed) rather undeveloped and was
linked with the first by the idea of thought (unlike, for example, the Christian—or
Judaeo-Christian—tradition, where the role of such link has been played by man).
That is, perhaps, why the character of sphere is so fragile, changing and dynamic.
It varies from a state or direction of thinking in a trance, through a mode of
rebirth (gati), to a more or less stable (and as it were, ‘naturally established’)
element of division of the universe (dhatu).

At the same time, however, this fourfold ‘spheric’ space-model of the universe
might have served as a mere instance of yogic (dhyanic) technique, that is, as one
of purely formal elements of the Abhidhammic framework of dhyanic thinking
on thought 13

5.3.0. I deem that after looking at Table V, one may well have conceived
a queer idea that what is seen as a causal interdependence between content, set
of dharmas and mental variables, is in fact, a purely fopological scheme, a certain
spatial configuration—not a temporal sequence—determining the fype of thought
in a given case. That is, in 234 main cases of the rise of thought, enumerated in
Dhs. we have 234 different configurations. Different in the sense that each of them
differs from any other in, at least, one of the elements constituting the rise of
thought. Moreover, I am even inclined to suppose that this ‘topology of con-
figurations’ or ‘sphere of differences™—instead of ‘sequence of changes’—might
have served in the time of the Old Masters of Abhidhamma as a very specific
principle of establishing and recreating in recollection the whole picture of

i1 GB-2061
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consciousness, as it is (can be, may be) configurated in the ‘space’ of rise of
thought.

The principle of ‘rise of thought’ seems to me to be in itself radically different
from a more formal (and mainly based on associations) principle expressed in the
matika of Dhs. And, if I may surmise, it reflects in itself or is oriented to, an
absolutely different kind of ‘conscious memory’, the memory which is not proces-
sual (i.e., ‘cognized as a process’), which is not based on temporal associations,
and the mechanism of which, supposedly, might have been of a quasi-visual
(or ‘eidetic’) nature. This, in itself, is by no means unnatural, since a classical
type of oral (repetitory) tradition of texts cannot be technically maintained only
by means of verbal-auditive process, as in the case of a written tradition. It has
to be reinforced and accompanied (say, ‘doubled’) by a kind of configurative
reproduction, which can be, in its turn, regarded as a special state of consciousness.

[5.3.0.1. One may putatively suggest that this state of consciousness is sati
(‘recollection’), that is, A A 13, 22, 26, 51 with their variants and corresponding
mental states (see Table VI). Of enormous interest is the fact that sati is included
only in the ten sets of dharmas (D1-10), i.e., in those consisting of wholesome
dharmas only. So, it seems to be a wholesome dharma par excellence, and is,
therefore, present only in the first 144 cases of rise of thought, being thus excluded
both from karmically unwholesome dharmas and from those of karmically in-
determinate kind (i.e., nearest to Nirvana). Sati, unlike samadhi, cannot be ‘wrong’
or ‘mistaken’ (miccha as opposed to samma) and could, therefore, be seen as a
‘quasi-natural’ state, the state of predisposition to the cultivation of recollection.
Theterm ‘recollection’ means neither the process of memorization or remembering,
nor the sequence or order of the elements of the content of memory, but rather
an ability to keep and maintain in one’s mind simultaneously all elements of
the spatial configuration of a given ‘case’. The ability, for instance, momentarily
to recollect any thought whatsoever together with its ‘empty’ content (empty
because of its being reduced to contentless dharmas) and some additional thoughts
of a general character, such, for instance, as that each thought is momentary,
or that the continuity of thoughts of the past, present and future does not constitute
an individual being.14]

5.3.0.2. Thus Table V can be regarded (if taken as a whole) as a space where
all possible (not only actual, that is) types of thought are present synchronously
(except those which do not belong to any type, of course). This, however, is not
‘the space of psychology’, for the psychological information included therein is
not given to us in terms of mental phenomena taken in their formation or origin,
evolution or development. There are these phenomena present, as if all their
processual existence had been left far behind before they started coinciding with
one another within the context of one or another rise of thought or, speaking
metaphorically, before they entered the space of types of thought designed in
Table V. One may even guess that what we indeed deal with in any European
psychology whatsoever, is these very mental phenomena, but investigated from
the point of view and in terms of, secondary processes of their complex functioning.
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So, in trying to show the essential difference between the Buddhist theory of
thought based on the principle of rise of thought and the theory of thought in
European psychological tradition, I would emphasize that the latter commences
its investigation of mental phenomena when they have already formed their
sequential combinations with one another, assuming therewith the character and
form of temporal causal processes. The Buddhist theory of thought starts with
the second phase of investigation, that is, when we pass from the thought taken
in its momentary (khanika) rise to sequences of rises of thought, and then we
would have to leave this table, and pass to a far more complex picture. A picture
where the microcosm of rise of thought would give place to the macrocosm of
individual ‘continuum (or stream) of thought’ (cittasantana) which, in its. turn, will
be waiting to be identified with a ‘subject’ (puggala) of thought. And then we will
be able, taking this puggala as a new starting point, to return to our previous
position—that of rise of thought with its subject, objects, dharmic objects, etc.,
and to re-start the play all over again. But unless we have performed this transition
from the ‘space of types of thought’ to ‘time sequences’ of thoughts, no psychology
could possibly be introduced—nor could it exist after we have left contmuum
of thought’ and turned out attention to its ‘subject’. :

5.3.1. I't can be clearly seen by now that, from the Abhidhammic point
of view (understood as based on rise of thought and its topology), the sphere of
psychology seems to be confined to the macrocosm of ‘continuum of thought’,
and that is why all attempts to deduce the processual psychological knowledge
from the pure phenomenology of the Abhidhamma have, so far, been proved
to be so short-lived and futile.

It can also be said that, as far as the microcosm of rise of thought has no.inner
time of its own (in the sense that duration of one separate thought, though duration
in itself, cannot allow any event to happen other than itself), the very idea of time
here remains merely formal. And no less formal would then be the time of an
occurrence or case (samaya) wherein a thought coincides with all other elements
of rise of thought, shown in Table V. So, strictly, speaking, each separate case
(and/or type) of thought constitutes its own unique spatial configuration within
which no temporal event is possible. Given that there can be no psychology what-
soever without temporal interpretation of the inner causality in an objectively
observed process, we may go even further and assert that the Buddhist zypology
of thought, being par excellence a topological typology, cannot be psychologically
analysed. The idea of time may, therefore, appear only when we have not only
sequences of rises of thought, but when there are thoughts of more than one type
in such a sequence. That is to say, when we have observed what in the Vijaanavada
doctrine assumed the name of ‘transformation’ (parinama) of consciousness,
provided that time itself can be thought of only by this transformed consciousness
and by nothing else.15

5.3.2. At the same time, it must be borne in mind that we cannot think
of the whole scheme—(1) thought before (or outside) the rise of thought; (2)
thought as the rise of thought, and (3) thought in the sequences of rises of thought

11*
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-—as of a temporal model of thought too. This is so not only because, in the sense
-of this scheme, time would have different meanings (i.e., could be differently
-observed by an external observer), but also because in each of three phases of
our scheme one would have a different thought. Or, to express it in terms of an
external observer, a different idea of thought. So, in the first phase a thought can
be thought of as dharmas only, while in the second phase it is thought itself with
‘which dharmas do coincide in the configuration of a given case. And finally, in
the third phase it is consciousness (viifidna) instead of thought. It is obvious
that a single rise of thought cannot be observed: an observation is possible only
when there are transformations in a thought (or in thoughts) observed.

Table IX shows the differences in three phases of the scheme discussed above,

Table IX. The Differences in Three Phases of Rise of Thought

Con-
Phase Thought Subject Object Time tent
I dharmas None None 0 0
II. citta subject of thought dharmas and — | 0—4
(thought) puggala other objects
III. | viidana subject of continuum of | citta and + 0
(consciousness) thought (purisa) other objects
and subjects

It is the second phase which is presented in Table V as the totality of all types
-of thought in all main cases of rise of thought. In observing the configurations of
-elements constituting these types (or rather, configurations of units constituting
these ‘rises’) one may notice that some of the main features (if not all of them) are
-due first of all to the ‘place’ (fopos) of a given type or group of types in Table V,
-and these features could hardly be understood from the description of the content
of thought of a type in question.

5.3.3. The very formulation ‘has arisen’ (uppannain hoti) constitutes the
minimum of content of thought, and this is what we have in fact, when we deal
with the first eight cases of rise of thought called in Dhs. ‘The eight thoughts’.
In these cases ‘thought has arisen’, having such objects as objects, the objects of
senses, and dharmic objects, accompanied or not accompanied by and asso-
.ciated or dissociated from, five mental variables, and connected with a certain
number of wholesome dharmas (varying from 56 to 49). The content of thought
remains, however, the same in all eight cases—°has arisen’. And it is to be reckoned
with a kind of pure content, that is, the content of thought which is neither compli-
-cated by a yogic process (as in further hundreds of cases), nor is drastically re-
-duced, as when connected with indeterminate dharmas. This invariability of the
minimum of content is pertaining to what can be called ‘the normal thought’,
.and remains as the unchangeable basis of all other contents when thought named
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as citta, vififiana, manodhatu, or manovififianadhatu, is not substituted by a state
of trance (jhana). Although, even in the last case, when a trance is deliberately
and consciously produced, induced, or attained (i.e., upasampanna instead of, so
to speak, uppanna), the form of this basic content remains the same in all variants.
and combinations of variants of content of dhyanic thought. We may speak of”
this ‘minimum of content’ as of the ‘zero content’ of thought, and consider it as.
the ‘contentless core’ of each thought—the fact, as it were, of fixation of its
becoming.

When we say ‘content’, and when, of course, the content in question is, so to
speak, ampler than a ‘zero content’, that is, when we deal with one or another
form of trance, then, what we mean by this very saying, is everything that is to
be performed within a thought, here within a jhana (and not only by means of a
jhana). Which in turn means—and to see it, is enough to look at Table V—that
each of its units is a certain point of dhyanic transformation of what can be theo-
retically deemed to be psychically natural. [Note here, ‘psychically’, not ‘psycho--
logically’, for, as a strictly descriptive discipline, psychology cannot be concerned
with such evaluative categories as ‘natural’ or ‘artificial’.] Psychically natural
—which is, given primarily, before transformation, that is, merely on the strength
of a rise of thought alone. And so we have—as is clearly shown by the first page
of the table of content—the ‘space’ of psychical naturality, where the content is.
the zero-content, and where the eight rises of thought differ from each other not
in content, but in mental variables and, to a lesser extent, in their dharmic compo--
sition.

5.3.4. Following the succession of types of thought in Table V from the-
case No. 9 downwards, we see how thought (jhana—‘trance’, instead of citta—
‘thought’) acquires its concrete content. And this is not only because of concrete
and specific yogic objects of thought, such as dhyanic devices (kasina), etc., but
also because of concretization of thought itself in terms of its content. From this.
ensues that all characteristics of thought become its content (irrespective of whet-
her this content is positive or negative). When, for instance, one is said to get rid
of unwholesome dharmas (Table V, C.1), to suppress the reasoning and reflexion
(C.2), to become dispassionate (C.3), or to avoid the pleasure and suffering (C.4)—
all this constitutes, as it were, the inner content of thought which (in these very
cases) is the Ist, or the 2nd, or the 3rd, or the 4th jhana (trance). And when the
dhyanic (trancic, so to speak) thought is said, for example, to be limited (No. 23,
C.1, TV.5), ‘limited’ (paritta) here is not an abstract quality of thought (or, say,
‘a name’ as when we deal with dharmas), but an entirely concrete quality related
to a certain step or stage in the yogic transformation of thought. [This in itself,
is very significant particularly in view of the fact that ‘a thought in general’ (citza)
cannot be either ‘limited’ or ‘immeasurable’ (appamana, No. 25, TV.8) which
qualities can be acquired in the context of a trance (jhana) only.]

One may assert that each type of dhyanic thought possesses its own and unique
system of content, within which one can discern a more or less definite twofold
orientation of thought: the thought is quasi-reflexive, that is, directed to itself,
but not to its subject (puggala) or to itself understood as its subject, and at the
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same time, this very thought is quasi-objective, that is, directed to objects internal
and external.1®

5.3.5. It is within these systems of content that one can observe such
examples of, as it were, ‘pure content’ as exclamations and speech from the first
or third person: ‘Indifferent and recollectful, he abides in pleasure. ..’ (No. 11,
C.3), ‘[and saying] I know, I see...’ (No. 46, C.5%), ‘[saying] how beautiful!’
(No. 92, C.7). This, it seems to me, shows that the theory of trance, as epitomized
in Dhs. must have included certain cliches and patterns of expressions for specif-
ically yogic content of a type of thought in question.

We may even consider the ‘zero-content’ of the first eight cases as opposed to
the ‘pure content’ in the above-mentioned examples as to a sort of ‘content within
content’. The latter would thus be seen as the examples of, shall we say, extreme
contentfulness in some of the cases of dhyanic thought. But there is another diffi-
culty concerning the problem of content in Dhs. I think that, starting from the
case of rise of thought No. 46 (C.5, 52, 5° [1]), almost all contents become complex,
i.e., are combinations of at least two different contents of thought (not to speak
of objects of thought and trancic and mental variables). Looking at Table V, we
see that from case No. 46 downward, these combinations grow more numerous,
forming the huge ‘combined contents’ reminding one of gigantic molecules in
biological chemistry. The principle of their formation, however, remains the
same: no hierarchical order can be seen within those complex contents, and the
very fact of rise of thought remains the nucleus, around which all contents in
question are synchronously combined into one system of content, being, as it
were, ‘subsystems’ thereof. The examples of so-called pure content might then be
understood as a sort of mark by which the objectivity of dhyanic mental states
included in the content of jhana finds its formally subjective expression.'?

5.3.6. As we have already asserted, almost all content of thought in D#s.
is trancic, i.e., either included in a jh@na or implied thereby. There can be practical-
ly no ordinary mental experience there. [Apart, of course, from ‘thought has
arisen’ itself, which does not, in itself at least, contain any experience at all.]'8
Moreover, this zero-content also could be seen as if it were not the initial, natural
and pristine state of thought, but as the final result of reduction of some utterly
complex yogic state (or states) of thought to the simplest thinkable element which
can be given to thought only in a yogic analysis of the Abhidhamma. That is why
we ought not to maintain the existence of any narural psychology at all. For the
idea of normal mentality can be seen in the light of the Abhidhamma doctrine only
as an abstract derivation or reduction from the states of ‘yogic’ mentality. Provided
that such a result itself can be achieved in the process of a jhana only.

This idea applies also to components of rise of thought other than its con-
tent. The ‘vertical’ hierarchy of the four spheres (‘sensuous’, ‘belonging to form’,
‘formless’, and ‘supramundane’) also may be regarded in the light of such kind of
reduction. The sensuous sphere could be thought of as the place where thought
does not attain any concrete stage, phase or level of jhana. That is why this phase
is sensuous, not the other way around. That is, we cannot state that there is no
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jhana in this phase because there is sensuality (kama) there, for sensuality itself
appears not as an initial and ‘natural’ phase of mental development or evolution,
but as an instance of dhyanic ‘projection’ of a state of thought without jhana.

5.3.7. This may lead one to still another consideration of more general
character: content of thought in Dhs. implies no actual yogic (or any other,
for that matter) experience, but rather its future plan (projection). I use the term
‘future’ here not as a tense, but only in the sense of the semantic reference of an
actual, past or future action, word or thought to the time when they will have
taken place (in the context of the content of thought). So, when one says: ‘I know
{janami)’—he knows it in the future, as well as he will master them (the forms)
in the future (Table V, No.46, C.5°). Moreover, when one’s thought is said to be
connected with the present dharma (ditthadhamma—literally, ‘the seen dharma’
No.229, C.22), this dharma will be, as it were, ‘presently’ connected with one’s
thought in the future too. This phenomenon of projection reflects two very inter-
esting trends in the early Buddhist yoga.

5.3.7.1. The first is that our notion of ‘experience’ can be, speaking terminol-

ogically, applied here with some reservation. The very meaning of jhana implies
that, whatever experience there might be, it had already been dispensed with before

Table X. Dhyanic Transformations of Mental States in the Content of the Four

Trances
No. Negative Mental .. States of Dhyanic
of Positive Mental States .
States Transformation

Case

0. pre-dhyanic states

9. ‘sensuality’, ‘reasoning’, ‘reflexion’ ‘separation’
‘unwholesome (C.13, 19) (C.19
dharmas’ ‘joy and pleasure’ (C.19)

(C.1)

10. ‘reasoning’, ‘joy’, ‘pleasure” ‘tranquillization and

‘reflexion’ ‘non-reasoning’ fixation of psyche’ (C.2)
‘non-reflexion’ (22, 2b) ‘concentration’ (C.2°)

11. ‘joy and passion’ ‘pleasure’ (C.3) ‘indifference’,

(C3) ‘recollection’,
‘self-awareness’
(C.3)

12. ‘pleasure’, ‘suffering’, | ‘without suffering and ‘utter purity attained by
mental gladness’, pleasure’ (C.4) recollection and indiffer-
‘mental sorrow’ ence’ (C.4%)

(C.4)




156 BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY OF THOUGHT

one actually started his anti-ex perience of Buddhist yoga. I even dare suppose that
a total neutralization of all previous experiences marks the point of departure of
any yogic process. Then the whole content of dhyanic thought could have been
imagined as three series of mental states—those untransformed and thereby to be
got rid of, those, as it were, taking their place, and those which are specifically
yogic or dhyanic in their character.

The right-hand column of Table X contains the terms of six dhyanic states by
means of which the nine ordinary mental states (called ‘negative’) are eliminated
from the content of dhyanic thought (called ‘positive’). When seen vertically,
this can be thought of as the process of gradual transformation of mentality where,
however, the most significant moment of any experience is lacking: in the course
of the dhyanic progression there can be no assimilation or accumulation of data
of present or previous phases.'® No new (dhyanic) state could appear in a nex?
Jjhana without disappearance of a certain mental state from the content of a given
Jjhana. So, we may say that the dhyanic transformation is directed, as it were,
through the past to the future (with respect, of course, to dhyanic processes only),
and then it can be said of the C.1 that it could have been eliminated from some
‘pre-dhyanic’ mentality by means of separation (C.1°) and, therewith, as it were,
ousted into ’non-dhyanic’ sphere (i.e., that of sensuous world) before the first
jhana started. This direction of dhyanic transformation of mentality as shown
in the table is confined to one given sphere (see Table V). [Though in the
case of the first jhana it may be argued that the elimination of or separation (vi-
veka) from, ‘sensuality’ and ‘unwholesome dharmas’ might have taken place in
the ‘non-yogic’ space of the sensuous sphere.] This becomes evident when we have
understood a merely dhyanic fact that no progress withinone sphere (e.g., ‘sensuous’)
could help one in the attainment of or the progress within, another sphere (e.g.,
‘sphere of form’). Therefore, if we conceive of experience as the consciously accu-
mulated activity of the past, consciously actualized in the present, then such an
experience would matter only within the sensuous sphere and, it can be said,
within one’s one life only. [For once experience becomes ‘karmic’ it ceases to be
conscious, changing into an objective karmic factor, whereas once it becomes
dhyanic (i.e., pertaining to the ‘realm of form’), it begins being ousted into one’s
‘mental past’.] That is why, at least from the point of view of an external observer,
the content of a yogic thought is present as a conscious projection of what this
thought is going to become through its separation from some elements of the ‘pre-
vious’ content. ’

The term ‘born of samadhi’ (samadhija, C.2°) is particularly interesting, for it
establishes a definite connection between these two most important terms in early
Buddhist yoga—jhana and samadhi. Jhana figures here not in general, yet as a
quite concrete stage of trance (the first, the second, etc.), and is deemed as attain-
able through, by means of, or, even after, some other yogic practices. This, of
course, would not prevent samadhi from being practised within the first trance
and taking therewith, the place of viveka (‘separation’, C.1°) which plays the same
role as samadhi, though in the context of some pre-trancic (i.e., occurring before
the first jhana) yogic states. Therefore, there could be a reason to suppose that we
probably have, as it were, two parallel series of yogic practices—jhana and sa-
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madhi—and the latter can be seen as performed (or, performable) within the first,
being a part of its content.

5.3.7.2. The second moment—far more important philosophically, though
far less clear—is the conventional division of all dharmas into those of past, pres--
ent and future. Such a classification implies their relation to thought and/or a
person to whom the thought in question is ascribed. [And then one may even agree
with some of the Vaibhasika purists in that they consider the present dharmas as
more real, or even only real of these three.] If, however, thought is regarded as pri-
mary with respect to dharmas which, as we have seen in Table V, would find
themselves as it were, in the periphery of content of thought—then the only ‘more-
or less real’ time is that wherein the content of thought is transformed, that is,
the future. Given, of course, that, as has been mentioned above, we deal with
more than one content of more than one thought, that these contents are differ--
rent, and that we observe these differences as transformations of one thought into
another, seen from an external point of view. For we know that thought’s ‘mini--
mum-content’ (not ‘zero-content’!) is, shall we say, the minimum of dhyanic content,
attributed to ‘a subject’ (puggala) whose (as it were ‘previous’) thought has already
been transformed, as is seen from Table X, whereas states of dhyanic transfor--
mation (such as viveka, samadhi, sati, etc.) themselves always refer to a future
actualization or realization. I may even dare to suggest that, what is deemed to be
‘the dharmas of the present’ is, in fact, a reduced reflection of future configurations .
of content of already transformed thought. [The zero-content—’(thought) has
arisen’—may then be conceived as the ‘maximum of reduction’.] This quasi-
future thought, i.e., thought the content of which has been induced by a future
dhyanic procedure, could be imagined as ‘arisen’ at this or that ‘present’ moment
only because all cases (samaya) of rise of thought are listed in Dhs. and suchlike-
texts to be recollected as ‘the past in present from the future’.

[5.3.7.3. The problem has been still more complicated by a typically European
compulsoriness of time with respect to the ‘discreteness’ of dharmas. I think, that.
in the context of Abhidhamma the zopos of dharma is a far more significant thing,
One may say in a more than metaphorical way that dharmas belong to the micro--
cosmos of thought i.e., to the ‘rise of (a separate) thought’ (cittuppada)i.e., coinci--
dence of a thought with its objects (including dharmas) and subjects (persons—pug--
galas). And this is said in the sense in which an individual ‘continuum of thought™
could be thought of as constituting the macrocosm of thought, and ‘interpersonal’
phenomenon of citkarma (i.e., karma of thought) as constituting its cosmic as-
pect.

The dharmas, however, have nothing to do with the dimension of time at
all. For their own continuity is no more than a method of naturalization, which
has been used in the latest Abhidhammic works to have the dharmas apprehended
as the ‘units of conscious being’. And the current Abhidhammic expression—°the-
dhammas of the present, past, and future’—in no way means that there is time
where there are the dhammas. On the contrary, it is the dhammas that we represent
as time in our own ‘Tepresentational’ consciousness or, speaking more exactly,.
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‘time’ figures as a secondary consciousness of, or with respect to, the dharmas.
"The same can be said, I suppose, about a current Mahayanic expression—°‘the
Buddhas of the past, present, and future’. Moreover, the rendering itself of a
dharma as “a state of consciousness’ allows for a possibility—if not a certainty—of
interpreting dharma in an achronic way. And that is what W. James tried to do
with his ‘states of consciousness’.2]

5.4.1. The so-called ‘trancic variables’ are particularly interesting, because
they constitute the only segment in the rise of thought which has, so to speak, no
existence of its own, and figures only as the optional complement to some of the
variants of the content of thought. In saying this I mean, on the one hand, that the
characteristics of thought, which are used as trancic variables are not specific or
essential to thought either taken in positive or in negative ways. So, when we see
‘slow’ or ‘rapid’ among them, we do not see them as inherent qualities which must
be ascribed to dhyanic thought alternatively. On the contrary, the dhyanic thought

-can, with respect to these two variables, exist as either slow, or rapid, or as it were,
without any reference to its being either. [This, by the way, means that we do not
-deal with any kind of binary opposition of quality in these variables, for ‘slow’
here is an independent quality of thought, not the absence of ‘rapidity’, and the
absence of both these variables simply means that we deal with ‘yet another case’
of dhyanic thought.] On the other hand, none of those variables can figure without
being connected with the content of a jhana. That is, they cannot be met among
other segments of rise of thought, as well as among states of consciousness (dhar-
mas) or their connotations (i.e., mental states).

5.4.2. At the same time, however, one has to take into account that in two
trancic variables (TV) out of sixteen we have the terms denoting two very important
Buddhological categories: the process (or ‘way’, ‘path’, patipada), and special
knowledge (or ‘super-knowledge’, abhi7ifia). The first obviously refers to one’s
progression on the Path,?l and deals with one’s individual intellectual (rather
than mental or psychical) capacity (such as cleverness, skilfulness, quickness of
wit, etc.). The second refers to a far higher level of one’s progress, probably in-
'volving also some karmic—i.e., not only dhyanic—factors, i.e., the level on which
one finds oneself in possession of means to transform the natural properties, ten-

-dencies and propensities of one’s psyche.

5.5, A lot has been said about objects of thought, more, perhaps, than
about anything else in the inventory of the Buddhist yoga. So here I will limit
myself to two brief observations concerning what seems to be the problem of
. classification of objects rather than objects themselves. And, indeed, it is enough
to look at these objects in Table V to form a clear idea of their general classification
and structure with respect to other segments of the rise of thought and, first of
all, to its content.

The first observation is, that all objects of jhanas are divided into those presen-
ted to dhyanic thought as devices (kasinz) and those which are thought of a nd
»concentrated upon as notions (safifia—also ‘cognition’, ‘apperception’, ‘percep-
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tion’, ‘idea’, and what not!) But why on earth, one may naively ask, two such
essentially different objects as, say, ‘a swollen corpse (No, 105; 0.9) and ‘the
basis of unbound consciousness’ (No. 108; 0.20) must be seen as ‘notions’,
whereas ‘water’ (No.45; 0.2) figures as ‘a device’? My guess is that the essence,
or matter of objects does not matter here at all. What we may have observed here
is, probably, two different kinds of thought, or, more precisely, of mental yoga,
with their respective sets of objects (denoted, consequently, by two different tech-
nical terms). One may even conjecture that ‘devices’ might have belonged to an
older type of trance or meditation, and confined to the four jhanas only, while
‘notions’ could have appeared in some later description of, perhaps, more specif-
ically ascetic yogic achievements.?

The second observation concerns quite another division of objects. In all cases
connected with indeterminate dharmas, we observe a reduction in the number of
objects (in Nos. 157-161 from six objects to one, in No. 162 from six to five, etc.),
that could be regarded as one of the most common features to, practically, all
kinds of yoga, though, speaking technically, those cases were not dhyanic (unless
they have been combined with jhanas, as in Nos. 166-231). Moreover, taking
into account that those cases are also related to the sets of dharmas with the num-
ber of dharmas drastically reduced (from 61 in No. 144 to 32 in No. 145 and to
10 in No. 157, see Table VII), we may surmise that the transition to Nirvana may
be thought of as connected with a certain ‘thinness’, ‘tenuousness’ of consciousness
(or even its ‘compressed-ness’). This can find its expression either in diminution
{‘concentration’) in objects, or reduction in dharmas, or in both.

5.6.1. As for mental variables, one may state with certainty that, at least
if considered in the context of rise of thought, they link the content of a thought
with a set of dharmas corresponding to this thought. That is, if taken, so to speak,
in its most elementary type (No. 1; C.0; MV.1, 2), the thought corresponds to the
set of dharmas (D.1) comprising all 56, shall we say, ‘normal’ states of conscious-
ness. By saying ‘normal’ I mean, first of all, that they are ‘wholesome’ (kusala) and
secondly, that they do not count variants among them, serving thereby, as a kind
of an exemplary dharmic composure of the ‘wholesome thought’ (cittam kusalam).
The two first mental variables—‘mental gladness’ and ‘knowledge’—seem to make
of the zero-content of the first thought (No. 1) a point of departure, opening the
widest range of possibilities for further transformation.

However, unlike a jhana in its connection with trancic variables, a thought
cannot exist without mental variables. That is to say that, if, in the case of jhana
it may have one trancic variable or another, or not have any of them at all, in the
case of thought a thought as such (i.e., when denoted by cizza) must have at least
two mental variables, although a jhana can have one mental variable, as, for in-
stance, the fourth jhana has ‘indifference’ (MV 5) in No 104.

5.6.2. Now we could reformulate the last consideration by asserting that
mental states called here ‘mental variables’, are related unconditionally to the fact
of thought, and no more than optionally to its content. Let us be reminded now
that, speaking strictly Abhidhammically, the content of thought is what thought
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does to itself, or how it operates with itself. Until this has happened thought can.
have its objects (as well as ‘subjects’ in the sense of ‘quasi-personal’ attribution),
yet not its own content which is all in transformation and projection. Therefore,
when one reads: ‘... thought has arisen accompanied by mental gladness and
associated with knowledge. . .’—these two mental variables have to be understood
as what is hap pening with thought and at the very moment of its actualization—that
is, neither in retrospect nor, least of all, in projection!

So, the thought which, in this particular case (No. 1) is nothing but ‘wholesome’
(kusala), occurs together with ‘mental gladness’ and ‘knowledge’ which, as mental
variables, connect this thought’s ‘zero-content’ with the corresponding set of dhar-
mas (D.1) where mental gladness figures as A 17 (somanassindriya—‘faculty of
mental gladness’), whereas ‘knowledge’ (7iana) does not figure either among the
dharmas of any set, or among their connoted mental states. This can, indirectly at
least, speak in favour of a suggestion that in mental variables we have a kind of
mental states relatively independent from the thought’s dharmic composition and,
if looked at from the point of view of an external observer who is observing them
together with thought, determining the dharmic composition of a thought in ques-
tion. [And this is lucidly shown by the position of mental variables in the context
of rise of thought in the first eight ‘thoughts’ of Dhs.]

5.6.3. And, finally, looking at Table V, we see yet one more feature of
mental variables, that seems to be of a considerable metaphysical significance.
I dare define this feature in the following way : When a mental state in question (e.g.,
‘mental gladness’) is absent (asin No. 5) this, in itself, does not imply the presence
of its opposite. That is, in this particular case it can be stated that it is opposed
not to ‘mental sorrow’ [domanassa, N.153; MV.11; A77 (domanassindriya)),
but to ‘indifference’ (upekkha, MV.5and A A 57,58). This, in turn, suggests that
the last is opposed to both ‘mental gladness’ and ‘mental sorrow’ not taken to-
gether (for there is no such a context in Dhs.), but regarded in their concrete respec-
tive contexts only. So, there can be no binary opposition there. At the same time,
such mental variables as ‘association with knowledge’ and ‘dissociation from know-
ledge’ (MV. 2, 4) must be seen not as negative with respect to one another, but as
totally independent mental states of the wholesome thought which necessarily
connotes the knowledge (either in negative or in positive ways). This can be seen
as yet another example of the Buddhist philosophical attitude to see negative
notions as independent, not as denying the respective positive ones.

5.7.0. In speaking about dharmas here, I will confine myself strictly and
rigidly to the merely formal aspect of their presence within the context of rise of
thought only, which means that neither the problem of their general meaning,
nor the problem concerning their analytical meanings [i.e., their figuring as aggre-
gates (khandha), elements (dhatu etc.] are not going to be touched upon in this
section (see below, in Essay 6).

According to the scheme outlined inthe second essay, the dharmic line is regard-
ed as one of the three ways by which or through which the Buddhist theory of
thought and or consciousness can find its approximate orpression. But again, this
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expression would necessarily remain formal unless we have endowed it either with
a psychological meaning, or with an ontological status. What we indeed can and
must do here, is to ask the simplest question: What are the dharmas in connection
with and with respect to the thought within the context of ‘rise of thought’?

In answering this question, I will make four remarks.

5.7.1. By paraphrasing what has been said in 5.1, we can say that a dharma
is a state of consciousness, not only generally related to a given (i.e., arising in one
of 234 cases) thought as one of the dharmas of a given set of dharmas, but also
connoted by this thought in a more specific way, i.e., bearing one of its positional
meanings. So, it is through a positional meaning that a dharma or a mental state
can be, in an /nverse order, identified as this thought or thought in general. What,
however, we must constantly bear in mind is that this identification is absolute
only in an individual case of ‘rise’, not for a group of cases or all cases taken together.

.5.7.2. When we look at ‘thought’ as a dharma (No. 1; D.1; A5, citta) we

see that it connotes ten terms of mental states (MS.18-27) and contains eleven
positional meanings (for MS.19—manas—figures there twice, the first time in
the natural order of numbers, and the second between MS.22 and 23). This also
means that, apart from the most general sensein which all dharmas ‘are the thought’
(or mind), there is the ‘cluster’ of meanings with each of them, and with all of them
taken together, thought may become identified. Thus all thinkable dharmas can
be thought of, at a given moment of rise of a given thought, of course, as this
thought taken in all its states. The problem, however, is, in fact, far more compli-
-cated, and requires yet one more angle of consideration.

.5.7.3. It is, perhaps in the context of rise of thought only, that all dharmas

are presented from the point of view of ‘thought arisen’, and in no other way,
for the very formula ‘when such-and-such thought has arisen,. .. then there are
such-and-such dharmas’ tells nothing at all about the way of their (i.e., dharmas’)
origination, coming into existence or ‘flowing into’ one’s individual stream of
thought. Because, now we deal neither with ‘one’ nor ‘a stream’, but with a sepa-
rate thought to which no aspect of mind (manas) can be ascribed. And in this con-
nection I cannot help conjecturing about one thing already touched upon in the
third essay. It is not at all strange that the first two lines of the Dhammapada have
not been commented upon in the tradition of so-called Great Commentation. For
mind it was, not thought (citta), of which, from which, and because of which the
dharmas were spoken of as made, originated, etc. And this was their (dharmas’)
manner of being (or, at least, becoming), not the way in which they were thought
of. And that is, probably (nobody can be sure!) why the ‘dharmic question’ was
then, as it were, ‘dismissed’ as taken for granted, and did not appear any more in
the Dhammapada.

5.74. One may, however, take one step further and go on speculating on
the possibility of seeking, if not finding out, in this very direction, the main differ-
.ence between the natural dogmatic vision in the Suttas, and the dhyanic theory
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in Dhs. Therefore, in the latter the set of dharmas (D) does not change when the
thought changes, or, speaking more technically, when we pass from one case to
another (see 5.0.3. and Table VII). On the contrary, when we have a certain thought
arisen, it connotes (or, shall we say, ‘is thought of as’) a certain set of dharmas and
through them, the respective complexes of mental states (MS). So, in the sense of
such a theoretical approach, one cannot even assert that a dharma is a discrete
state of consciousness, for this particular consciousness (thought) is already given
to us as a discrete and momentary case. So, bearing in mind what has been called
‘the dharmic line’ in Buddhist theory of thought (in the beginning of the second
essay), on the one hand, and what we have so far said about positional meanings
of thought, on the other, we may venture and come to the conclusion that all posi-
tional meaning of thought in Dhs. constitute, side by side with, and apart from, the
unity of thought, its variety and even plurality. And then we can say that one thing
is thought as such, i.e., taken in its individual rise only, quite another is thought
as A 5, yet another as A 16, yet another as MS.18, and so on. And all this, of cour-
se, not to speak of non-dharmic differences of thought itself as, for example, is the
difference between thought in the case No. 1 and thought in the case No. 2, etc.

5.7.4.0. The classification of dharmas presents an aspect of the theory of
dharmas (dharmavada) very different in its character and scope from the aspect
of content (i.e., not content of dharmas, of course, but ‘content’ understood as a
point of view, from which one can consider them).

No classification of dharmas can help us in our attempts to understand their
nature, for all dharmic classifications are relational, while the idea of the nature
of dharmas (dharmata) implies, in principle at least, an inner point of view. Thus,
the classification of 56 wholesome dharmas into eleven groups, to which we will
return a little later, the classification of all dharmas into ‘variants’ and ‘invariants’,
and even the very division of dharmas into 56 kinds of dharmas can be seen as
made from the point of view of thought or, more precisely, of ‘rise of thought’.

Then a very interesting question may arise : Can there be any other approach to
dharmas? That is, an approach which would be based on a point of view even more
universal than that of thought.

5.74.1. One may assume, for example, that the division of dharmas into
samskrta and asamskrta could be seen as one of such classifications, for its basis
is Nirvana which is, speaking technically, neither thought nor dharmas. It can
be said then that all 56 dharmas of Dhs. would be put under the first rubric, for
according to this classification they are in combinations and, thereby, belong to the
sphere of empirical consciousness in one way or another. Whereas Nirvana does
not figure as a dharma in Dhs. at all. So, the following dharmas will be present,
according to this classification: (1) A A1-56 (or, practically 1-83, see Table VI);
(2)—none.® '

This same classification could be seen as the classification of everything into
(1) what is ‘aggregate’ (khandha, skandha), and (2) what is ‘element’ (dhatu);2%
provided, however, that dhatu itself is regarded as a category more fundamental
and universal than dharma.?®



5. THOUGHT AS PHENOMENON AND SYSTEM 163~

5.7.4.2. Another classification is based on ‘form’ (riipa) and is, to a degree,
analogous to the first classification. So, from a merely fechnical point of view, all
our 56 (or 83) dharmas are ‘formless’ (aripino dhammda). This means (among other-
things) that forms are not considered as states of consciousness proper (for ‘con-
scious’ or ‘mental’ they are not) first, and that they are not karmic (i.e., cannot be-
either wholesome or unwholesome with respect to karmic effects) Secondly, that
is why they are indeterminate (together with those of states of consciousness which
are marked by C in Table VI, and asankhata dhammas not included in the dhammic-
list of Dhs.).

At the same time—and this is of overwhelming philosophical relevance and
interest—these very ‘forms’ can be regarded as that ‘substrative material’ (but
not ‘matter’) of which mental, psychical and karmic mechanisms are built. Or,
one may say that ‘form’ is a symbolic term (not a concept!), which symbolizes.
those non-conscious energies which are interpreted by consciousness in a purely
objective way, but, meta-philosophically speaking, cannot be found outside the
conscious interpretation. We may, therefore, state that ‘hatred’ (dosa, A78 in
Table VI) is a state of consciousness, i.e., a dharma understood in the sense of
consciousness and thereby, a formless one—whereas the mechanism responsible
for a phenomenal manifestation of ‘hatred’ (a reflectory mechanism, for instance)
will be understood as ‘form’. And the same could be stated about karma: hatred
is one of unwholesome (akusala) dharmas, i.e., a ‘formless’ state of consciousness
producing the bad karmic effects, while the mechanism of production of these
effects, i.e., karma itself, can be related to ‘form’.2%

5.7.4.3. The classification of dharinas into ‘wholesome’, ‘unwholesome’ and
‘indeterminate’ is particularly important to us for two main reasons. First, its.
field is much broader than that of dharmas taken in the sense of states of con--
sciousness, and covers practically al/ dharmas taken in the rather Sarvastivadin
sense of ‘everything thinkable’. Secondly, the very principle on which this classi--
fication is based is, in itself, far broader than karma. This means that ‘indeter-
minate’ are the ‘things’ which are not only indeterminate in respect of their karmic
effect, but also indeterminable par excellence with respect to any other thinkable
qualification or definition.

So, all ‘formal’ dharmas, all riipa—are indeterminate for the reason that they
are not conscious. Therefore, the ‘basis of bodily sensibility’ (or of ‘touch’), being
rii pa (in the sense of previous classification into ‘form’ and ‘formless’), is karmically-
indeterminate, because all form is indeterminate. But ‘element of the incomposite’
(i.e., asankhata-dhatu) is not a ritpa and, at the same time, has nothing to do with
karma by definition. Its indeterminability lies elsewhere, and cannot be grouped,
for it is ungraspable and unthinkable (acintya)—that is, not because it is uncon-
scious or akarmic. The very introduction of indeterminability in the Abhidhammic
philosophy might have had an especial meaning—indeterminability might have-
been meant as an indication of the limits of the Abhidhammic philosophical discourse-
itself. [We can, therefore, explain why the dharma of ‘correct views’ (sammaditthi,
A A 19, 36) is wholesome, and why the dharma of ‘wrong’ views (micchaditthi,.
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A 64) is ‘unwholesome’, but we cannot explain why asankhata-dhatu is indeter-
minate, because it is not meant to be explained.]
Now, returning to our list of dharmas I will show how this triple classification
“works.??

A. Wholesome dharmas: A A1-63.
Variants: A A2R 67, 8% 10%, 12%-15°, 192-23?, 252282, 332, 367,
392, 40?7, 51*-562.

B. Unwholesome dharmas: A ~A1-5, 7-9, 16-18, 57, 58, 64-75, 80, 81.
Variants: A A27%; 2% 6° 10°-12°, 25°, 27°, 53b, 55b, 56
A10°,

-C. Indeterminate dharmas: A A1, 3-9, 16, 18, 57, 58, 82, 83.
Variants: A NA22-57, 9% 16%, 762,
A A58, 16%;
A A2°-6° 105, 16°%;
A N29-5916%;
A A2°-55, 165,
A A5 16
A28,
A28
A2

If we substract from this enumeration all variants, and single out only those
-dharmas which belong specifically to one of these groups only, we will get the
following result:

A A A13-15, 19-24, 26, 28-52, 54, 59-63 [=41A A].
B A A64-75, 80, 81 [=24A A].
C AA82,83[=2aA].

Now, by subtracting all dharmas after A 56 of the list of wholesome dharmas,
‘we will have four groups of dharimas: A-36 specifically wholesome dharmas
(A A 13-15, 19-24, 26, 28-52, 54); B-8 dharmas figuring as wholesome and un-
wholesome (A A 11, 12, 17, 25, 27, 53, 55, 56); C-12 dharmas figuring as whole-
-some, unwholesome, and indeterminate (A A 1-10, 16, 18).

The composition of these three groups of dharmas (i.e., 4, B and C) shows that
the very fact of their being ‘wholesome’, ‘unwholesome’, or ‘indeterminate’ is
absolutely external in respect of dharmas themselves. The degree of their (ie.,
-dharmas’) karmic speciality’ is very low, if any, which is clearly seen from the
fact that, strictly speaking, only wholesome dharmas (A) can be regarded as speci-
fic (A’). And from this might follow that what we deal with in this classification is,
in fact, the set of wholesome dharmas (D1, seen here in Table VII), some of which
~can also figure (when the case is present) as unwholesome, and some as indeter-
.minate.
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5.7.4.4. As has been stated in the beginning of this essay, the dharmas are
different either because of difference in their composition [i.e., in mental states
(M.S.) in the sense in which they are interpreted in Dhs.], or because of difference
in their position (i.e., in their Anumber), or because of both of them. Table VI
shows with utmost clarity the following types of dharmas regarding these differ-
ences:

o. Homonymous dharmas, i.e., dharmas denoted by the same term, e.g., dharma
of ‘correct views’ (sammaditthi), which figures twice in the list of wholesome
dharmas (A A 19, 36). Under this rubric one must place, of course, all vari-
ants of dharmas, which are homonymous par excellence in relation to their
respective invariants. So A2*is a homonym of A2 (vedana), though possess-
ing of a different set of mental states (A2-MS.5-11, A2*-MS.198-200),
while both two dharmas of ‘correct views’ possess one and the same set of
mental states (MS.93-122).

B. Synonymous dharmas, i.e., dharmas denoted by different terms but having
the same set of mental states. Such are, for example, A A5, 16 (i.e., ‘thought’
and ‘faculty of mind’, MS.18-27). [One can observe very easily that no variant
can be a ‘synonym’ of its invariant!]

y. Isotopic dharmas, i.e., dharmas occupying the same place in the traditional
arrangement of the 56 wholesome dharmas in eleven groups (marked I-XI in
Table XIII). Besides all variants, isotopic par excellence in relation to their
invariants, A A57-83 are also isotopic in the sense that each of them is
placed instead of and within the same group as, one of these 56 dharmas
(which, of course, are heterotopic with respect to one another, by definition).

Table XI. (&) The list of homonymous dharmas

A2 —AN222 Al5— Al52, A33— A33,
A3—AANA323E A16—AA162—16f, A36— s.A19.
Ad—A A4a—4E, A19—A A36, 192, 362, A39— A397
AS—A N 52—5E, A20— A202, A40— A402,
A 6—A N 62—6°, A21— A212, AS1— AS13,
A8— A82. A22— A223, AS52— AS23,
A9— A92 A23— A232, A 53—A AS532, 53b,
A 10—A A 102—10° A25—A N258, 25, AS4— A542,
A12—A A 127, 125, NA26— A262, A S55—A A 552, 55°
A13— A3, A2T—A NA273, 270, A S56—A A 562, 56°
Ald—A N 142, 14P, A28— A28 AT6— AT62,
5.7.4.5. What Tables XI-XIII demonstrate is that all 56 wholesome dhar-

mas form a certain ‘topological space’, where each dharma is a topos (or, more
precisely speaking, the name of each of the 56 dharmas is the term denoting
a ‘topos’) characterized by two main properties: x—the property to be empty of
any concrete dharma (including its variants and isotopes), i.e., the property to
remain a ‘zero topos’ awaiting, as it were, to be filled with izs dharmas in one other
case of ‘rise of thought’; and y—the property to have variants and isotopes.

12 GB-2061
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Table XII. () The list of synonymous dharmas
A2—A N9, 17. B. A64— AT3.
AS— Al6, N65— A6,
A6— A20. A 66—A A12b, 255,
AN 10—A A 14, 23, 27, 53, S6.
All— A24, A68— AT4,
A12—A A21, 25, 55. A69— ATS.
A13—AN22,26, 51. ATO— AT72.
A15—AA19, 28, 33, 36, 52, 54. AT6—AATT, 25,
A29— A3 AT8— AT9.
A30— A38.
A3l— A34,
A32— A3S. C. AS— Al6a
AST—AASS, 28, ASP— A16b.
AS9— A63. AS—  A16°.
A6 —  A20% AS— Al6
A 103—A A 142, 232 272, 532 562, A82—A A28, 92,
A122—A A 123, 253 552, AS5e—  Al6e.
A132—AA227, 267, 512, ASF—  A16f.

A152—A N 19%,282 332 363, 523, 54a

A83—A A2 762,

A152—AA19?, 282, 332, 363, 522,

542,

Table XIII. () Thelist of isotopic dharmas

1.

A2—AN2220
A3—A N33
Ad—AN A 4p—4F
AS—A N 525

IV.

A19—A A 192, 64
A20—A A202, 65
A21—A A212, 66
A22—A222
A23—AN23?, 67

VIIL
A39—A392
A40—A402

IX.
AS1—AS]2

A 52—AN 522

X.
A S53—A A 532, 53b
A 54— 542

II.

A 6—A N 62—6° V.

A8—AB2 A25—A A 252,25

AI—AN92, 57,76 A 26— 262

A 10—A A102—10¢ A2T—A A272, 270
A 28—A282

II1.

A12—A 122, 12 VI

Al13—A132 A31—A A 70, 78, 80, 81

Al4—A A 142, 140 A33—AA332 71

Al5—A152 A34—ANT2, 79

A16—A A 162—16F
A17T—ANS8, 77

A36—AN363, 73

A59—A 63
N 82—A83

VIL
A3B—AT4
A38—ATS

XI.
A S55—A A 552, 550
A 56—A A 562, 560
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If looked at from this ‘topological’ angle, all 56 dharmas would be seen as 56
places in their relation to their respective concrete dharmas.

Table XIV
A X Y A X Y A ’ X f Y
11 — | = 20 + +- 40 + +
2 — + 21 + + 41 + —
3 — + 22 + + 42 + —
4 — + 23 + + 43 + —
5 — + 44 + —
24V + | — 45 + | —
611 + + 25 + + 46 + —
7 + — 26 + + 47 + —
8 + + 27 + + 438 + —
9 + + 28 + + 49 + —
10 — + 29 + — 50 + —
30 + —
111 + - 511X + +
12 + + 31VI + + © 52 + +
13 + + 32 + —
14 + + 33 + + 53X + +
15 + + 34 + + 54 + +
16 — + 35 + —
17 + + 36 + + 55XI | 4 +
18 — | — 56 + +
37VII + +
191v + + 38 + +
39VIII + +

From Table XIV it can clearly be seen that there are only eight dharmas (A A 1-5,
10, 16, 18) whose topos cannot remain empty—there can be no case (samaya)
without all of them being present. So, we may regard them as fundamental with
respect to any rise of thought enumerated in Dhs. The two of them, however,—
‘touch’ and ‘faculty of living’ (A A 1, 18)—could be regarded as the most funda-
mental ‘points’ or even ‘focuses’ in the whole ‘dharmic space’ of rise of thought.
And this is not only because they are irreplaceable and unsubstitutable but,
probably, also because of an extraordinary and specific function of theirs: ‘touch’
and ‘faculty of living’ could be fathomed as two /oci through which one rise of
thought is connected with or continues into, another, forming, thereby, a kind
of axis to a continuum of thought (cittasantana).

It is in the cases of indeterminate dharmas (Nos. 157-234) that this topological
character of dharmas becomes particularly obvious. And, indeed, the list of 56
dharmas seems to be a kind of ‘periodical system’ of chemical elements, where

12*
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the possibility is always implied, that however many or few of them there might
be there, each element, when and if it appears would invariably be positioned in
its own place. So, it can be supposed that all but the above-mentioned eight dhar-
mas are the places of dharmas, first of all, and only secondly, dharmas. And one
can only guess what happens to these places when they are not filled with actual
dharmas.

One may conjecture whether or not these eight dharmas could be conceived as
‘the most natural ones’. It is, however, obvious enough that all 56 dharmas are,
as it were, ‘the point of departure’ for all possible changes and modifications,
while these eight seem to be the most ethically (i.e. karmically, in this context
only) neutral.
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NOTES TO ESSAY 5

One cannot, however, even call the rise of thought an event, for no event can have ever taken
place without it or apart from it. That is, the very notion of an event implies that ‘thought
has already arisen’, and that an event itself is, therefore, no more than one of the thinkable
elements in this occurrence or coincidence. Thus, the rise of thought, as such (i.e., regarded
with respect to thought only), is not an event, whereas any of its synchronous components
(the meditation on a swollen corpse, for example) could be thought of as an event.

Dhs. does not mention ‘a subject’ or ‘a person’ (puggala) who figures in As. as an important
element in each occurrence (samaya) of the rise of thought (see above 4.1).

Dhs. p. 111-113. There are 234 main particular cases of rise of thought in this text. In saying
‘main’ I mean that some of them contain a number of ‘sub-cases’ (when treated in the table
below they are marked by letter). As to their ‘particularity’ I want to emphasize that each
case, though corresponding to a type of thought, seems to be extreme in its concreteness.
That is, as a case, it cannot be more concrete.

S. 10-11 in this table do not belong, speaking strictly terminologically, to the segment of
‘sphere’ of rise of thought or, one may say, the idea of sphere is not relevant in the cases Nos.
221-228.

The asterisks mark the five-fold system of trance. The first trance is one and the same for
both systems. The content of the 2nd trance in the four-fold system is ‘split’ between 2nd and
3rd trances of the five-fold system. The 4th trance in the five-fold system is as the 3rd in
the four-fold, and the 5th trance in the five-fold system is as the 4th in the four-fold.

This table comprises the 56 dharmas of the ‘wholesome’ class and their variants. It does not
include in itself such ‘analytical’ categories as ‘aggregates’ (khandha), ‘elements’ (dhatu), etc.,
that is, it doesincludethem only when they figure as menta/ states connoted by one or another
of dharmas. So, for example, we see the aggregate of consciousness figuring as one among
ten mental states of ‘thought’ (citza, A5; MS. 26). All first 56 dharmas of this list are ascribed
to the case No. 1 (so called ‘the first thought’, pathamam: cittam, Dhs., pp. 18—39). Further
on the dharmas of each other (new) case will be separated by a horizontal line. The classes
of dharmas are marked by capital letters (A—wholesome; B—unwholesome; C—indetermi-
nate), e.g. No. 1 A: i.e. the case in which the dharmas are wholesome. Not being a Pali
scholar, I have been constantly consulting various translations of Dhs., and first of all, Dhs.
tr., and Dhs. fr.

It is my mistake to single out vedana here as a separate mental state (MS.11). I have let it
remain here to avoid some further formal complications of rather textual nature. See below
on this table, A22

All variants of dharmas (marked by letters) and all additional dharmas (i.e., 57-83) are
placed within this table after the 56 dharmas of the first ‘wholesome thought’. The traditional
division of the 56 dharmas into eleven groups is marked here by roman numbers. See in Dhs.
Introduction, pp. xxx—xxxviii.

See here Note 7. :

I mark these two terms with single quotes because until now in the modern Western psychol-
ogy, the term ‘sensory’ has implied a more analytical meaning, while ‘mental’ has assu-
med a far too speculative meaning. However, in the Abhidhamma (as in any other Indian
teaching dealing with consciousness) consciousness is seen as the source of any sensory
activity (i.e., by any means not the other way around!), which contains in itself all general as-
well as analytical functions of all potential as well as actual sensory mechanisms.

Perhaps, the term ‘plane’ would be more appropriate than ‘sphere’, particularly when we
deal with avacara as a specifically dhyanic technical term. See Vimuttimagga (p. 43).

So, as we have already seen in Table III, both thought and dharmas are termed ‘wholesome’
(Nos. 1-8, 111-112) in all dhyanic states, and sphere is wholesome by implication, whereas.
in cases Nos. 221-228 sphere as such is not relevant (see Note 4 above).
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Needless to say that ‘thinking’ (as a process par excellence) cannot be reduced to ‘thought’,
and belongs to an absolutely different level of our problem. See below 6.16 and Note 66 to
Essay 6.

14 That is why, I think, it is almost impossible to treat sati in the sense of a merely instrumental
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function by means of which mind is refined or purified (or, say, is purifying itself). And this
is the main way in which sati is understood in the suttas and commentaries. See in Rune
E. A. Johansson (1979, pp. 170-1, 174).

The term, when rendered as ‘transformation’ (i.e., not as ‘maturation’ or ‘development’) can
have either neutral or negative meaning in the Yogacara doctrine (I. Yamada, 1977, pp. 161-4).
So, in the first case I use ‘quasi’ because the very notion of reflexive procedure implies neces-
sarily a certainrelatedness to a real subject of thinking, while here there is neither the process
of thought, nor a ‘person’ related to as its subject. In the second case, it is because the Abhid-
hammic idea of object is very different from what the modern psychology calls an object in
the sense of ‘objective methodology’ (and this is particularly so in the psychology of visual
and auditory perception). For in the Abhidhamma the majority of objects are dhyanically
construed, and include also the notion or cognition (safifia) of object, used as an object in
trance and meditation. See, for example, the dhyanic objects which are the corpses in different
stages of disintegration and putrification (Table V, Nos. 105-106%; 0.9-18).

The ‘subjective’ in the Abhidhamma means one’s relation to oneself (ajjhatta) and cannot be
directly, and in an absolute sense, opposed to ‘the objective’. So, from the Abhidhammic
viewpoint, one cannot even say that one’s words are more objective than one’s feelings not yet
expressed (which would have been qualified by L. Wittgenstein as a complete nonsense). It
is the relatedness to oneself only, whichmakes one thing more subjective than another in the
Abhidhamma, by no means their (i.e., these things’) observability from the point of view
of an external onlooker.

That is, one may, however, state that, while passing from one to another of the eight thoughts
(Nos. 1-8), one may accumulate the experience of ‘mental gladness’, ‘knowledge’, ‘synergic
activity’, and ‘indifference’ as well as the experience of not experiencing them (see Table V,
MYV. 1-5).

One of the factors accountable for this ‘anti-experience’ could be seen in the elimination
of the normal (or ‘progressive’) individual memory or the so-called ‘actual’ memory giving
way to a kind of super-memory (sati). This might vaguely correspond to the duality of ‘actual’
and ‘depth-memory’ in the classical Indian yoga [where all memory figures as a modification
(parinama)—here it is not transformation!] See G. Feurstein (1980, pp. 60, 69, 70, 73).

20 It is very interesting to note the general inner (i.e., often not disclosed) tendency of European

21
22

and American psychologists and psychological philosophers to reduce time to a certain type
of consciousness (memory, attention, etc.). E. Cassirer (1957, pp. 176-7) wrote: ‘... multiplic-
ity of temporal determinations occurs within the indivisible moment of time [as ksanain the
Abhidharma, A. P.]... the total content of consciousness given in the simple noun is distrib-
uted over present, past and future. This form of phenomenal differentiation constitutes the
true problem’. This almost Buddhist formulation entails that time is inherent in the ‘nature’
of consciousness (the minimal act of which is, theoretically, timeless), and that to say ‘a state
of consciousness’ is, practically, the same as to say ‘the moment of time’. W. James (1910,
pp. 250-2) also tended to intuit time as the ‘consciousness of simultaneousness’ in states of
consciousness. The main problem, however, has remained the same: we have to make distinc-
tion between time as an objective external condition, and time as a type of consciousness.
We may infer about time in the first sense from the principle of interdependent co-origination
(pratitya-samut pada), but it would not give us any idea about ‘time of thinking’ (or, say,
dharmic time). And it seems to me, that this distinction cannot be performed in the context,
of a positivistic scientific approach where ‘time’ and ‘continuity’ are seen as equivalents.
See, Lilian Silburn (1955, pp. 1, 3, 191, 192-3).

Usually it is translated as “practice’, see, for instance in Upatissa (pp. 43, 44).

This could be historically (or, rather, ‘mythologically’) accounted for by the fact that the
Ascetic Gautama left his teachers Arada Kalama and Udraka Ramaputra who had been
teaching the concentration on ‘nothingness’ and ‘neither notion nor non-notion’, respectively
[see Table V, Nos. 109, 110; 0 0. (21), (22)] and then, as he said it in his tale to Aggivessana,
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he, asit were, ‘returned’ to the first jhana [No. 9; C. 1; 0. (1)] placed in his early childhood.
See, Andrew Bareau (1963, pp. 14-27, 47-8, 52; 1974, pp. 107-8, 410).

In applying this apparently sarvastivadin principle of division to apparently theravadin list
of dharmas, I assume that this principle was realized in the Vibharga of the Abhidhamma-

.pitaka in the notion of asarnkhata-dhatu (‘element of the incomposite’ rather than ‘incomposite

element’). The most that could be said about this element is that it is ‘absent in the five aggre-
gates (khandha) or, what is more, cannot be aggregated. See A. Bareau (1951, pp. 23-6),
Th. Stcherbatsky (1923, pp. 6-10. 75-6).

That is to say, that asankhata-dhatu is also a dharma, but in a far more general sense: not as
‘a state of consciousness’, but indeed as ‘a thing’: “What are the unobstructive and un-apposite
(appatigha anidassana) dharmas? (They are) the aggregate of sensation, the aggregate of
cognition. . .and also. . .the element of the incomposite. . .” Dhs., pp. 147, 239.

Also see in 4.3.6 and Notes 50-52 to Essay 4.

I cannot help seeing a direct analogy between the Abhidhammic category of ripa (as opposed
to ariipino dhamma) and the Jaina category of adharma (as opposed to dharma). Or, what is
more, a certain analogy could also be noticed between Jainist jiva and Abhidhammic ariipa,
particularly in view of the fact that in Jainism ‘time’ and ‘space’ are gjiva (non-soul), while
according to the Abhidhammic classification, they are definitely ripa.

My very remote meta-philosophical conjecture is that the category of ‘indeterminate’ can
be referred to or connected with idea of ‘pure objectivity’ or ‘pure object’. The latter can
be construed in several ways, of which one is to reduce consciousness or ‘the conscious’
to its ‘bearer’ or ‘carrier’ as something non-conscious par excellence. This may well mean
that dharma and dhatu, taken as such, are as non-conscious as ripa and, even, as Nirvana.
It is Nirvana of which one can think as ‘non-conscious’, though only in the sense in which
thought (citta) is conscious, and in no other way.

It would be very instructive, in the context of our considerations concerning the indetermi-
nate, to remember E. von Hartmann, the first European proponent of the idea of the uncons-
cious. He ascribes to the unconscious two main negative properties: (1) It does not suffer
(erkrankt nicht); (2) It does not discontinue. These two characteristics of the unconscious could
be very easily juxtaposed with two main Buddhist characteristics of the conscious, namely:
(1Y) Tt does suffer; (21) It discontinues (i.e., it is discrete). See, E. Von Hartmann (1870, p. p.
327-334). We may only suggest that these Hartmannean characteristics could be applied to
riipa and Nirvana alike and, therefore, could be regarded as the characteristics covering all
which is indeterminate, with the exception of ‘indeterminate states of consciousness’ proper.



6. A PRELIMINARY DISCOURSE ON DHARMAS

6.0.1-2. It is, it seems to me, in Buddhism, that the first serious attempt was
made tolook at thought and consciousness (citta) as an object. That is, to deperson-
alize and desubjectify the thought to such an extent as to be able to see it as entirely
devoid of any specifically psychological functions or properties. At the same time,
the Buddhist Masters of old tried to combine this idea of ‘thought as an object’
with quite another idea of ‘all objects as objects of thought’ (i.e., not existing with-
out the context of thought or apart from it), as a result of which all ‘objects of
thought’ were endowed with functions and properties of a more or less psycho-
logical character.

6.0.3-4. It is only after having considered this methodological dualism of
‘thoughtasobject’ versus ‘object of thought’ that we would be able to start thinking
of introducing the notion of dharma. The notion that, if treated purely and merely
in an ‘Abhidhammic’ way, would be seen as complementary to that of thought in
both above-mentioned senses. Because dharma itself, taken in its connection with
thought, would inevitably assume its duality: (a) on the one hand we have dharmas
as ‘specific objects of thought’ (i.e., the objects which figure in the Abhidhamma
among and side by side with, other objects of thought put under the rubric ‘0.6°,
see above, 5.0,4 and 5.7), (b) while on the other hand, dharmas are present as
embracing all varieties of thought, actual as well as potential, those with their
objects as well as those taken in a more subjective and psychological way.! Given
of course, that in the latter case the very term ‘thought’ is used in its most general
sense, i.e., as covering both ‘consciousness’ (vififiana) and ‘mind’ or ‘mentality’ -
(manas). ’

6.0.5. The term ‘a state of consciousness’ may then be used to render
a dharma understood either as one state of consciousness of unspecified kind, or as
one kind of states of consciousness, or as a specific category of objects of thought
named ‘dharma-objects’ [dhammarammana). 1 have preferred ‘state of cons- .
ciousness’ as the English equivalent of dharma, not because it is the best, but be-
cause it is less definite than any other.

[6.0.6.1. Now it is becoming Clearer and clearer that the core of the problem
of ‘rendering’ of dharma, if not the key to its solution, lies in the sphere of distinc-
tions between language and meta-language, i.e., between inner functioning and
-the external theoretical description of these two terms. And unless an Indologist
or even a Buddhologist becomes.aware of these distinctions all his or her attempts
. to ‘translate’ dharmga into a language, shall we say, external or culturally so far
alien to.the Buddhist culture, would remain futile in spite of philological discern-
ments of ene and philosophical insights of the other. And ‘rendering’ has been
chosen here instead of ‘translation’ in order to stress a less technically obligatory
and more self-conscious character of my observations.4 In sayi1\1g this I mean, first

172,
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of all, that’rendering here figures as a certain kind of interpretation which implies -
a phenomenological analysis of what we are doing ourselves when we are interpret-
ing one term in the sense of another, one text in the sense of another, or one cul--
ture in the sense of another, for that thing.]

[6.0.6.2. The basic and most elementary form of distinction between meta--
language and language with respect to dharma can be seen in a certain ambiguity-

- of definitions and characterizations of the term in the works of those among mod--
ern scholars who tried to deal with it in a systematic way. That is, to regard dharma-
as belonging to the theoretical system of Buddhist philosophy, i.e., the Abhid-

. hamma of the Pali Canon and late Theradavin Commentaries, or the Adhidharma
of the Sarvastivadins and its derivations. It was nobody else other than E. Burnouf”
who in all naivity wrote: “The psychological and metaphysical terms used in the
Buddhist philosophy are enumerated in a certain order. Each of these terms
constitutes a Dharma, that is a Law, a condition, or a thesis; for nothing is so-
extended as the meaning of this word. ..’® But of course, E. Burnouf could not
have conceived that his very definition (or characterization) of Dharma as ‘the Law
extended’, was Treflecting the role of dharma as a meta-concept in the Buddhist
philosophy (to the extent the last was then known), that is, as a concept which
denoted the forms and principles of organization of the texts, remaining as it were, .
neutral ta.their content. Though he might have (probably) vaguely surmised that
in European philosophical tradition (and particularly in Cartesianism) something
like ‘Law’, or ‘Order’, or ‘Method’, or even ‘Form’, had been, indeed, used as.
means of theoretical description of thinkable content in a philosophy. The very
fact of translation of dharma as ‘Law’ indirectly showed that in the case of E. Bur-
nouf (as in those of some of his predecessors and successors) the phenomenal”
character of any philosophical theory was not yet understood [in the sense that
method was still opposed to phenomenology, or (in some other cases) to ontology,
or even to ‘theory as such’ etc.]®

6.0.6.3. The numerous cases, however;when dharma has been used to denote -
the entirety of Buddhism as religion or the wholeness of Buddha’s Message,
induced some European scholars, and rightly so, to translate this term as ‘the
Religion’, or ‘the Teaching’, or ‘the Law of the Buddha’, acquiring therewith the
meaning more or less synonymous with that of ‘Buddhism’. In which case, it has
found itself to be, quite naturally, differentiated from ‘a dharma’ pf the Abhidh-
arma (or ‘a dhamma’ of the Abhidamma) as the general or universal principle
(or Truth) from a particular or more ¢oncrete case or manifestation of the same
principle. '

And this, probably, already contained in, or carried with itself, the possibility
of a specifically religious approach to dharma, not infrequently in the disguise-
of an ontology opposed to ethics (as we see it in the works of de la Vallée Poussin
‘and Mrs. Rhys Davids), or to the theory of cognition (as in Th. Stcherbatsky,.
O. Rosenberg, M. Liebenthal and E. Obermiller).” Moreover, I am even inclined
' to think that such a radically new translation of dharma as a sta® of consciousness’
reflected in itself not so much the psychologicgl trends in English Buddhology in.

~
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the second half of the nineteenth century, as the ‘religious moralism’ of English
moral philosophy at that time. For it is not any earlier than in the eighties that
the very notion of the ‘state of consciousness’ (and totally irrespective of any
-dharma) started acquiring its psychological meaning,

6.0.6.4. Thus, Burnouf’s definition of dharma remained yet another Car-
tesian intuition which was soon almost forgotten, as we see it now, for example,
in the works of the most prominent Buddhologist of Burnouf’s lineage, André
Bareau, who translates dharma now as ‘dharma’, now as ‘thing’.8 And by the
time ‘state of consciousness’ became a standard equivalent of dharma, the question
of meta-language arose again, and in a quite different atmosphere (or shall we
say ‘field”) of philosophical apperception. For gradually, it became obvious that
the seemingly insurmountable difficulty of the rendering of dharma could not be
-accounted for in terms of a remote epoch or an alien culture. Even a superficial
knowledge of Buddhaghosa’s and Dhammapala’s commentaries would show that
to a contemporary of theirs, or perhaps even to a contemporary of the first
“perpetuator of the Oral Tradition, the meaning of dharma (and probably, samska-
ras too, to some extent) was known to them as one of the most important notions
and terms of their own culture. In Buddhism, however, it was not only extracted
from its previous (and contemporary) cultural and religious context, but (as
partly in Jainism) totally neutralized and denaturalized, having been turned into
a kind of term of purely theoretical description of anything to be described and,
at the same time, into a term denoting the chief object of description.?® Moreover,
-one may argue that this very neutralization and denaturalization became in early
Buddhism singled out as a specific and separate process of non-reflexive thinking,
i.e., as one of the dharmas. [Dharma as a ‘theory-making instrument’ does not
.seem impossible within the framework of the Abhidhamma, but (and this is an
extremely difficult thing to conceive of) it wasitself also an object of the Buddhist
yoga (here—sati or jhana).]

6.0.6.5. In any event, what we have here on the side of English translators
in the case of dharma as ‘state of consciousness’, is a clear synthesis of ‘ethos’ and
‘ethics™® so typical of any European world-outlook of the second half of the
nineteenth century, and it was between the purely descriptive and the explanatory
translations like state of consciousness’ and purely nominal ones (when ‘dharma’
.is rendered as dharma), that D.T. Suzuki appeared with his translation of ‘samska-
ras’ as ‘confections’,™* boldly following the way of ‘calque’ or ‘semantic construc-
tion’ of the Tibetan translations of the Sanskrit Buddhist terminology. And of
-course, if asked about the exact meaning, he would have replied, that in both
‘samskaras’ and ‘confections’ the terminological meaning would (and should)
remain undisclosed, but that one would (and should) be able to understand at
least such a simple thing as the analogous semantic structure of both words
‘together with the fact, that their not yet known terminological meaning had already
severed all associations with their respective ordinary meanings (such as ‘a type
-of ritual’ in the first case, and a ’type of sweets’ and/or women’s dress, in the
.second). Moreover, we may conjecture that it is this very negation of the other
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meaning (or meanings) that constituted a part of the content in the terminological
meaning of samskaras, which implies that the very task of rendering this or similar
terms into English or any other language, would necessarily include the finding
and establishing of a calque-equivalent. This also, or even first of all, would neces-
sitate a much more complex process—that of reinterpretation by the renderer of
the notions and categories of his own culture, i.e., making them neutral, ‘non-
usable’ with respect to this culture so that they would be able to convey the full-
ness of other meanings. [‘Other’ in the sense of being broader than that of ‘other
culture’, for within this context, the meanings of dharma and samskaras had been
cultural, but stopped being so, exceeding the limits of any cultural understanding,
which must have involved the same process of reinterpretation.] But had not
Burnouf already suggested that dharma was no more than an expression of a
certain universal content? The content that, probably, could not have been
though: outside or beyond this form of expression. In fact, Burnouf did not go
as far as that, not only because he was not aware of the cultural limits of his lan-
guage, but also because he had no theory from the point of view of which any
language could have been treated in its cultural relativity. [For I think that the
very phenomenon of translation is an ‘expression’ of such relativity 1213

I think that the second stage was marked by the appearance of Problems of
Buddhist Philosophy by Otto Rosenberg!¢ who synthesized the whole previous -
experience of understanding the dharmas in terms of European philosophy and,
at the same time, made an extremely courageous attempt to assimilate in his
description of the theory of dharmas some elements of inner Buddhist approach
to the problem. Strictly following Vasubandhu and the commentaries on the Abhid-
harmakosa, he was induced to consider dharma not as an element or concept
belonging to the whole of the Abhidharmic theory, but as a system in itself. That
is, his intuition was that all connotations of dharma formed, or constituted a
.certain ‘space of meanings’, so that whenever a thought or idea happened to
find itself in the dharmic space, it immediately assumed a ‘dharmic’ meaning
(losing, thereby, its own).

6.0.6.6. In saying this I, to some extent at any rate, modernize the Rosen-
bergean conception of dharma, and cannot help doing so, because he was, probably,
the first Buddhologist who made the first step towards an understanding
of ‘dharma’ culturally untinted, and it is very tempting to jump to the next stage.
One thing, however, remains to be clarified: he conceived of this dharma system
as a system of content. Which, from the Aristotelian or Cartesian point of view,
would be seen as mere nonsense, for no form could be implied, because even as
a ‘concept’ or ‘notion’, dharma remains in Rosenbergean interpretation a unit
of content or, shall we say, a fact which cannot find its interpretation in the con-
‘text of any binary opposition and, first of all, that of ‘content/form’. Therefore,
dharma cannot be rendered in any way other than ‘dharma’, for any other equiva-
lent inavoidably finds itself, so to speak, already being in the ‘system of dharma’
.as a purely contenful connotation of the last. Or, more precisely speaking, all
that has been included into the Abhidharma is dharma by definition. What follows
s that this theory (dharmavada) cannot be defined in terms of epistemology as
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opposed to metaphysics, or ontology as opposed to ethics, because all these terms.
would be seen only as those of secondary interpretation of the meanings which
might be generated within the system of dharma-contents.

6.0.6.7. Thus, samskaras too are treated by Rosenberg as bearing certain
dharmic content (and riot having a content of their own), which is very significant
in view of the fact that dharmas cannot have any content other than their own.
Given, of course, that the content of dharma cannot be defined by any means.
external to dharma, which means that such a content is undefinable outside the
dharma-system itself, or even that, from an external point of view, dharmas may
be thought of as contentless, but ... by no means as ‘forms’ or ‘formal’, for the
opposition ‘content/form’ is not a part of the dharma-system. Then, following
Rosenberg, we may say that samskaras are concretizations of dharmas’ content,
and render this into ‘dharma-processes’, which would reflect on it our purely
cultural attitude to describe all phenomena in terms of ‘entity/process’ opposition.

6.0.6.8. Rosenberg’s interpretation of dharma may invite yet another nader-
standing of this term, i.e., as ‘the theory’, for there is one theory of dharmas as
well as of anythingelse in the sense of dharmas. One can accept this rendering in the
sense analogous to that in which the term ‘quantum-theory’ is used. That is—there
is one quantum-theory, for the term implies one definite concept of theoretical
physics as its content. [We may even go further and say that dharma can be un-
derstood as ‘theory together with its object’, but it would be another instance of”
a sheer cultural synthesis. For in the context of our theoretical thinking it would
mean two different things covered by one concept, whereas in dharmavada itself”
it means one and the same thing (dharma) which could be secondarily interpreted
in two different ways.]

6.0.6.9. Th. Stcherbatsky’s works on dharma established a completely
different and far more descriptive approach to the problem. Dharmas and samska--
ras complement one another in the context of the meaning given to ‘existence’
(bhava) of things and facts.

Th. Stcherbatsky writes: “When the principle “everything exists” (sarvam asti) is.
set forth, it has the meaning that nothing but the twelve bases (@yatana) exists. . .
An object which cannot be viewed as a separate object of cognition (visaya) or a
separate faculty of cognition (indriya) is unreal, as e.g., the soul, or the personality.
Being a congeries of separate elements it is declared to be a name, and not a reality,
not a dharma’ 15 It is, however, self-evident that we cannot turn this Buddhistic
explanation of existence into a definition of dharma. For, if reinterpreted in the
sense of ordinary European philosophical thinking, this explanation would leave
us with an inevitable confusion of two predicates—‘real’ and “existent’. The exis--
tence of dharmas cannot be either proven or disproven, because, not belonging to
empirical objects, the dharmas are seen as what makes these objects existent,
figuring as the non-empirical basis of these objects, and possessing a certain degree-
of reality, but only with respect to and in relation with, these objects. At the same
time, the very term ‘existence’ implies another and more difficult idea: for ‘every--
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‘thing exists’ only to the extent in which dharmas are thought as existent (and their
existence is no more than a generalizing metaphor). Everything does exist as a
certain objectivity, the very existence of which is due not only to the ‘basic’
existence of dharmas, but also to the ‘forces of co-existence’ which make all things
exist as composite, for to exist as a composite thing and to exist—are synonymous
in Buddhism. So ‘existence’ is itself ‘composed’ of (a) being dharmic, and (b)
being composite, and it is in this sense, first of all, that dharmas are opposed to
samskaras (see 2.1-2).16

If, then, we try to conceive of all dharmas as separate and of all things as complex
or composite, we will clearly see that each individual object has its existence which
is dharmic, and its individuality which is samskaric and which bears the individual
name (nama) as the sign of its complex-ness and unreality in the sense of dharma.
Therefore, when we read here about separateness of objects we must understand
it as the secondary separateness, i.e., derived from that of dharmas which are
discrete par excellence, though their discreteness is a totally abstract quality, while
in the case of objects it is concrete and cognizable. [We may even say that discre-
teness in objects is a dharmic quality (together with the discrete character of cog-
nition itself), while their being composite is a samskaric quality.] At the same time,
we have to bear in mind that the separateness of all subjects (i.e., continuums of
consciousness, i.e., all sentient beings) cannot be established analytically or as an
inference from separateness of all objects; possibly though, it may constitute a
special class of objects. It would be interesting to represent dharma as a cluster
of abstract qualities which serve as differentiating indices:

samskaras
. —absolute discreteness ———— separateness —
dha —absolute indivisibility —— divisibility —| et
"MAaS™_ absolute non-individuality ~—— individuality —| °%¢¢tS
—relative combinability <~—— —— combinability—

This scheme shows that it is dharmas which cause the objects to be dharmic, but
it is samskaras which cause the very existence of objects. That is, in the absence of
objects (including individuals) there can be no samskaras, while dharmas remain
as they are, i.e., as pure objects (given that their last quality is induced from samska-
ras). That is, samskaras do not have their own existence, while dharmas do have
it, though only with respect to and in comparison with, objects. [Which would
be seen not only from the Cartesian, but even Husserlean point of view, as a
complete nonsense.]'?

6.0.6.10. However, dharmas cannot be viewed in terms of ‘philosophical
method’ (not to speak of ‘means of knowledge’ or ‘instrument of cognition’,
pramana). Or, let us say it differently; the principle ‘all (that is there) is dharma’
does not imply any possibility of a methodological postulation, which, of course,
would have been absolutely impossible in the context of any ‘serious’ European
philosophy of the last two centuries. Because, as the central principle, dharma is
loose enough to allow for too many contradictory postulates to exist simultane-
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ously. And that is why the term ‘methodology’ can be applied to the Buddhist
philosophy in general in a strictly objective (i.e., in the sense of an external obser-
vation) way only.

The very notion of ‘method of cognition’ appears, technically speaking, only
provided that a certain (however simply and elementary it might be) analysis of
cognition has already taken place. Whereas in the context of Abhidharma proper,
it is an analysis of consciousness, not of cognition or knowledge, that was being
performed and developed since the third century B.C. up to, at least, the third
century A.D. The Buddhist epistemology came into being as something quite
definitely derivative from and secondary to, the Buddhist theory of consciousness,
on the one hand, and as a more or less simultaneous reflex of and reaction to, the
epistemological developments in the contemporary non-Buddhist teachings (dar-
shanas) of the middle of the first millenium A.D. But even then an epistemological
position of a Buddhist Master like Dharmakirti or Dignaga remained an external
one and mainly externally (polemically) oriented. The theory of dharmas, dhar-
mavada, never became a darSana, and dharma itself never became a ‘category of
pure (or any, for that matter) reasoning’. That is why all parallels with Kant have,
so far, remained futile and fruitless. And dharma is a category only in an inner
sense, that is, as the universal object within the Abhidharma, but not as a category
in terms of which an external observer could describe Ais method of observation
(together with his culture, among other things), for it does not belong to reason
as it has been understood in the European philosophical tradition since Kant.
We can render ‘reason’ as a ‘dharma’ (that is, one of the dharmas, such, for
instance, as A 6, of the Dhs., vitakka), but we cannot translate ‘dharma’ as ‘a cate-
gory’. For if taken as ‘a category’ in the context of the classical European philos-
ophy, ‘reason’ stands as an abstraction acquired in the process and as a result of,
the analysis of reflexive thinking. Whereas in the dharmavada, dharma figures as
the only predicate in, practically, all the initial postulations of this theory.

6.0.6.11. The post-Stcherbatskean development of the dharma-problem can
be classified into three variants. In the first, very much influenced by Stcherbatsky,
dharma figures in an utterly ambiguous way sharing, as it were, the properties of
a notion and a thing at one and the same time: it is still rendered as ‘a category’,
but assumes the marks of an entity.l® This means more than a methodological
confusion, it reflects on itself an obvious impossibility to express the content of
one system in terms of another meta-system. For Stcherbatsky himself was almost
aware that, if used in the Kantian sense, such a term as ‘a nominal category’ never
did imply any thing-ness. In the second we have a kind of return to a relative ‘thing-
ness’ of dharmas understood as an undefinable phenomenon, and described as
‘ultimate, durationless, incomparable entities which flash into existence. . .’*® [The
term ‘phenomenon’ here is used not in the phenomenological way, but in a broader
context of its cultural uses.] The third variant is present in a happy marriage of a
very rigid Ceylonese Theravadin Buddhism with a kind of modern psychology.
[The latter is usually given in a little ‘pre-modern’, very generalized and, 1 am afraid
more cultural than strictly scientific manner.] With dharma rendered now as
‘mental image’, now as ‘mental process’,20 we constantly have to bear in mind that
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this ‘scientific mentalism’ is no more than a consequence of an arbitrary applica--
tion of the objective psycho-physiological methodology to the ‘psychological meta--
physics’ of dharmavada.

There is yet another conception of dharma, which stays apart from these three
variants. It counts among its adherents the late Edward Conze who tried from the
early fifties to work out a stressedly ontological understanding of dharma. Dharma:
is only one of the three fundamental staples of this approach—the other two are
svabhava (‘own-nature’ or ‘own being’)?! and pratityasamutpada (‘interdependent
co-origination’). Dharma is conceived there not in the sense of a phenomenal ex-
istence subject to the universal law of causes and effects,?? but as the pristine spiritual’
entity which is, ‘as such’, outside any series of causality and stays, as it were,
‘before’, or in another dimension than that of ignorance (avidya), i.e., the first
link of pratityasamutpada.® So, what could be thought of (cintya) as dharma,
could be thought of as ‘state’ (or ‘modality’) of consciousness, whereas what
could not be thought of (acintya) is dharma in its ineffability (anupalambha). It
seems to me that this conception, where dharmas are a kind of equivalent to
‘ontological entities’, reflects such an important (and so far neglected by scholarly-
observers) element of European culture of the twenties to forties of our century as
the revival of gnostic tendencies (‘Perennial Philosophy’), which took part of the-
Theosophy and Anthroposophy of the previous period. [In general, I think that
the conscious experience of rendering dharma shows an obviously obscuring role
of the ‘cultural synthesis’ in modern Buddhology. And if we cannot avoid this
kind of obscuration, we ought, at least, to be aware of it in order to be able to-
control our capacity to make mistakes.]

6.1.0. Trying to understand dharma from the meta-philosophical point
of view, that is, taking it out of the context of Buddhist interpretation, and positing
it as an outer object of our own investigation, we would see very soon that its:
‘object-ness’ itself is no more than that of a mode of thinking on thought. But what.
would happen, if we stop thinking on thought? Then it would be said of thought,
that it exists in the absence of a thinking subject, that is, so to speak, being a pure
object (or, shall we say, the purest object), and then the very notion of dharma-
would not enter the ‘scene of consciousness’, for a dharma is an object only when
there are other objects (arammana) and subjects (puggala) on the scene. Which
means, in its turn, that though all my thinking about any thought, consciousness
or mind would be dharmic (i.e. interpreted and interpretable in terms of states of -
consciousness), it would not eliminate the possibility of thought as an absolute
object (i.e., not interpretable in terms of states of consciousness). Given, of course,
that in the early Abhidhamma this possibility was only de facto introduced by-
postulation of the ‘rise of thought’ (cittuppada) and did not acquire its theoretical’
foundation before the appearance of the Yogacara Treatises. And was this not .
a very strange point of departure to the whole movement of thought, which
eventually resulted in what could be named ‘the metapsychology’ of the Abhi-
dhamma ? Because the idea itself of psychology simply cannot exist in the absence of,
shall we say, a mentality investigating another mentality. However, the Kantian
distinction between the phenomenal and the noumenal is not applicable here,.
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for the Abhidhamma could have, in principle at least, accepted the idea of men-
‘tality that could ‘mentate’, but could not think, while in Yogacara it was rather
the other way around.?*

6.1.1. This point seems to me t o be of extreme importance and enigmatical-
ity. Because the very elimination of ‘subject’ or ‘self’ of thinking suggests that,
-on the one hand there can be a ‘mere mentation’ (or ‘having the states of conscious-
ness’, i.e., dharmas) without thinking, while on the other hand, there can be
‘thinking without mentation’. Therefore, even if we admit that in our ‘modern’
‘approach to the problem the term ‘mentality’ (or ‘mind’) is no more than the
name by which we denote the way of thinking on our own thinking (which of
~course, would have been totally unacceptable to both Kant and Husserl), then
we have to admit that in both these cases there will be no psychology whatever.
For in the first we will have a typical case of meta-psychology, where the mind is
interpreted as ‘states of consciousness only’ (dhamma matta), while in the second
there can be no psychology at all, for ‘thought’ (or ‘consciousness’) would thus
figure without any psychological predicates, i.e., as ‘thought only’ (citza matta)
wherefrom all mentation is dismissed.

-6.1.2. I have used the term (meta-psychology) here only to emphasize all
~contrariness and direct opposition of the Abhidhammic approach to mind to
that of each and every sort of reductionist psychology. The subject of investigation
-{one must not confuse it with, for example, object of thinking) in meta-psychology
is the conditions and/or states of our own thinking about mind, while in a reduc-
tionist psychology it is the substrata of mental processes. And it is in this sense
that the term ‘Abhidhamma’ itself may be rendered as ‘meta-psychology’, though
in a merely conventional way. But if it is so, we would have to take all consequen-
-ces, and I am entirely aware that to say that ‘an egg can mentate’ is a metaphor not
less senseless than to say ‘a combination of atoms can think’.25 However, even in
ssaying that an egg or a plant can have a mentality, we impose on their ‘conduct’
the conditions and states (i.e., dhammas in an Abhidammic sense of the term)
-of our own thinking which, in the final analysis reveal themselves as not ours,
or at least, not only ours. That is, so to speak, they reveal themselves as objective
-correlates between mental thinking of an observer (or investigator) and mentality
without thinking of the observed. Or, we may say, between subjective thinking and
-objective mentality. Then the above mentioned ‘thinking without mentation’ may
have been seen as an ‘absolutely objective thought’.

-6.1.3. To seek for an explanation or understanding of what dharma is in
terms of ‘content’, seems to me to be an utterly futile affair, first of all because
.dharma has never been meant to be explained or understood as the subject of any
philosophical proposition. Or, putting it in a different way, one may say that
dharma has been always understood as something in the sense of which some or all
.other things were to be interpreted—that is, it was meant to serve a sort of universal
_predicate. There is not a single context in either Abhidhamma or in the Suttas,
in which dharma could be defined. Each context, however, where it happens to
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figure, may have suggested about its various uses and connotations revealed in
its contextual connections with other terms and notions, and first of all, of course,
with the triad of ‘thought-consciousness-mind-or-mentality’ (citta, vijiiana,
manas). And it is only in juxtaposition with these three, or all of them together,
that dharma assumes its relative meaning of ‘a state of” consciousness, but not
acquiring any of their content. So to say ‘a dharma is a state of consciousness’ is
a tautology rather than a definition. That is why, by the way, nothing like that
was ever said in the Buddhist texts. It would be not only entirely wrong as an
adjustment to our own cuitural habit of conceptualization. We simply cannot
say that ‘a dharma is. .. (a predicate follows)’, because a dharma, in fact, ‘is’ no
thing, yet a term denoting (not being) a certain relation or type of relation o
thought, consciousness or mind. That is, dharma is not a concept in the accepted
terminological sense of the latter, but a purely relational notion. Given, of course,
that we look at it as an object of thinking, not that of meditation, thatis.

6.1.4. The mere fact of naming a dharma by its name (may I remind here
that ‘state of consciousness’ is not a name!) cannot help fixing in this dharma
of some ‘inherent’ psychological properties, for they are given in the name itself .26
So, for example, let us look at ‘lightness of thought’ (cittalahuta, A42 of Dhs.,
see Table VI). This, however tempting, must not be understood in the sense that
one object (‘thought’) is endowed with a certain property (‘lightness’) also objec-
tively existing either as one among other properties of thought,?? or as a property
independent from thought. On the contrary, let us try to think that ‘thought’ here
is devoid of any inherent qualities, and that ‘lightness of thought’ (not ‘lightness’
alone) is a certain modification postulated prior to or side-by-side with, ‘thought’.
Then the very relation of ascribing the latter to the former is named as a ‘dharma
of lightness of thought’ [in the sense of in 6.0.5]. And that is why the descrip-
tion (not a definition) of this dharma is made in such a nominal (one may even say—
lex1cographlcal) way: ‘Lightness of thought is, in this case, the lightness of agore-
gate of consciousness (vifiianakkhandha), its elasticity and quickness. . ., its...’

These three terms (‘lightness’, ‘elasticity’, ‘quickness’) denote the deﬁmte pro-
perties presented as if they were actually to be found in thought or consciousness.
While in fact, they are no more than the moments of interpretation of ‘thought’
as a state of thought, whereas these moments themselves remain, as such, uninter-
pretable or interpretable in all possible ways, which amounts to the same thing,

6.2.0. Let me try another and rather risky explanation of my own under-
standing of dharma as a state of consciousness. When I think of mind in a general
psychological way, that is, as covering all describable mental functions and capa-
cities, I am still bound to admit in my awareness of the fact of my thinking about
mind, that my thinking about mind cannot be, here and now at least, included
in what I am thinking of as ‘mind’ (not my mind, but mind as an object of my
thinking). And likewise, when I am aware of my thinking on mind, I have to admit
that if there is such an object of awareness as my thinking, then this awareness
is to be excluded from what is labelled as ‘my thinking’. And in both cases we
have a certain framework of interpretation—in the first ‘I think. ..’, in the second
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‘I am aware. ..’ —which itself cannot be interpreted in the sense of its object
(in the first case ‘mind’, in the second ‘thinking’), and which does not allow for
any interpretation other than purely nominal. If we conceive of dharma in the
sense of ‘framework of interpretation of consciousness’, we would be able to
produce a series of formal propositions, such as ‘dharma is an object of visual
meditation’ (bhavana), or ‘dharma is a- word’, or ‘dharma is a central notion of
Buddhist philosophy’. None of these, however, has anything to do with the
content of interpretation. What, for instance, the first of these propositions is
establishing, is no more than the fact of thinking about dharma, wherefrom cannot
be inferred that ‘a dharma is an object’.28 This is to be understood in the sense
that no psychology can be deduced from meta-psychology.?® [In saying this I mean
that the first proposition does not even touch on the nature or character of the
object in question, but deals entirely with the conditions wherein dharma is
operated with, and the very term ‘object’ belongs to these conditions, not to
dharma, that is.]

6.2.1. The thing, however, is that as far as the Abhiddhamma goes, it is
consciousness that acquires its states, not the subject of consciousness or person
whose presence at the ‘rise of thought’ (see 4.1) is merely nominal.3° From the
point of view of consciousness, it can be said that, when consciousness is conscious
of one’s mind, thought or consciousness directed to their objects,®' then it is ‘being
conscious of” that may be named ‘a state of consciousness’ or a dharma. This,
however, must not be seen as a definition of dharma, but rather as an indication
to where, when, and in connection with what a dharma might be sought.?? This
formulation I am going to comment on in a more or less strictly Abhidhammic
way, and following the sequence of words.

(1) ‘When’ denotes a coincidence of (4), (5) and (6), which, however, does not
take place in time. On the contrary, there is no time without, outside, or apart
from these coincidences (samaya) which, in fact, constitute what we call the time.3?

(2) ‘Consciousness’ is conceived here as an entirely non-psychological category,
i.e., not related, as such, to (4) and (5) [or, more exactly, to (5) or (4)], though it
is related to them when [in the sense of (1)] it is conscious of (5) in the sense of (3).

(3) ‘Is conscious’ denotes such a state of (2), when (2) is related to (5) [and/or
to (4) through (5), and/or to (6) through (5), etc.] It is this relation that implies
the opposition of ‘consciousness’ in the sense of (2) to ‘consciousness’ in the sense
of (5).24 For it is (5) that may become an object of psychology, and (2) that cannot,
while (3) remains as the real formulation for a meta-psychological approach. The
states of consciousness, or say, the moments of ‘being conscious of’ [the moments
in the sense of (1)] retain their psychological ‘names’ in the absence of any psychol-
ogical content of their own.3%

(4) ‘One’ here is a person (puggala), not a ‘sentient being’ (satta). Because, to
the latter the thought had already been ascribed (though in a merely ‘formal’
way, see Essay 2), while to the first it would be ascribed only when [in the sense
of (1)] there would be the case (samaya). But even in this case ‘one’ stays, as it
were, apart from any psychology unless it is one’s mind, in which case it is ‘mind’,
not ‘one’, which would assume some psychological characteristics.
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(5a) ‘Thought’. (5b) ‘Consciousness’. (5¢) ‘Mind’. In this case, i.e., in the sense
of this formulation, they can be seen as interchangeable with respect to (4), though
with respect to (2) the situation will be far more complex. In this case, however,
they are taken in a purely objective way, as the ‘pure objects’ of (2), that is.

(6) ‘Objects’ here could be conceived as either ‘thought’, ‘consciousness’ and
‘mind’, or all other objects.

6.2.2. One of the main obstacles to our understanding of dharma is, of
course, our inability to grasp the meaning of the term ‘object’, when used both
in and with respect to, the Buddhist philosophy. Setting aside some details on
which I was concentrating in Essay 5, I would like now to stress the four chief
distinctive traits of the Buddhist conception of object.

(1) An object is always conceived as ‘object of thought’, i.e., by any means not
opposed to thought and not considered as, say, ‘more objective’ than thought.

(2) Therefore, even when it is not a ‘dharma-object’, it is to be considered
dharmically all the same. That is, perhaps, why dharma is sometimes translated
as ‘object’. [Given, of course, that one cannot state that “a dharma is an object’,
though one could maintain ad hoc that ‘this dharma is an object of. ..” etc.] And
that is, by the way, why Nirvana could be thought of as an object among other
dharma-objects—that is, so to speak, that Nirvana is not an especial object, yet
an especial dharma (i.e. asamskrta dharma).3®

(3) One ought to be aware of a clear methodological difference between our own
and Buddhist approaches to the idea of ‘a different object’. For, given all varieties
and variations, we would call an object ‘different’ because of its objective difference
(or differences) from other objects. While from the Buddhist point of view, it
would be seen as different, in principle at least, when present in another situation
of thought, and/or another state of consciousness (i.e. dharma). That is, we may say,
that to an Abhidharmist, any object of another thought (or even another moment
of thought) would be another object, for this mere reason. [This would be true, at
least, with respect to samskrta dharmas.] Which in turn, might mean that the
very notion of ‘objectivity’, if tentatively applied to Buddhism, would cover the
thought directed to another object or, shall we say, both thought and its object,
as if they were one other object.

(4) One may see in the Abhidharmic concept of object that it contains the most
fundamental and, at the same time, the most elementary type of relation within
thought (or any modification or modality of the latter), which could be called
‘the pure objectness’ or an extreme case of object. This is when any sort of relation
between ‘object’ and ‘thought’ in an ‘object of thought’ becomes reduced to the
pure nominality, i.e., not implying any other (be it logical, ontological, semantic,
etc.) relation. In such a case the following three trends might be observed:

«. When the name of an object includes the negative prefix ‘a’ (as in asamnskria
dharma), it would not mean that the object itself consists of another object and
its negation.3?

B. When the name of an object is a compound one (as, for instance, samu-
dayanirodha—‘cessation of production’) this object cannot be thought of as
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containing any relation between its two (or more) parts other than purely nominal,
and this is particularly important with respect to causal relation.38

v. When the name of an object consists of ‘object’ and of something of which
this is an object, then this something cannot be thought of as caused by or ‘ma-
terially’ (vastutah) related to, object’.3?

6.2.3. So in the final analysis it can be said of all objects that they are
dharmas in the sense in which it can be said of all dharmas (i.e., both samskrta
and asamskrta) that they are asamskrta dharmas (whereby the differentiations
made in 6.0.5 become superfluous).4® And the paraphrase of this would be to say
that, a dharma, if understood as ‘a state of consciousness’ is the same thing as an
object understood as in 6.2.2 (4).

If, however, we return to a strictly metaphilosophical position in the question
of ‘object-dharma’ relation, we will see that neither ‘object’, nor dharma can be
understood, even approximately, as ‘a phenomenon’. Which is due not only to
their being a priori hypostasized but, first of all, to the very fact that the type of
general relation fixed in the notion of dharma is, as it were, ‘methodologically’
reflected in the type of general relation fixed in the notion of object (alambana,
arammana). That is, so to speak, in both we have the thought etc., related to
whatsoever it might be, but in dharma this relation is established as prior to any
actual thinking (or, say, to any observable fact of thinking), while in the object
thought is seen as dealing already with all ‘objects’, including all dharmas.%
Therefore, ‘methodologically’ here does not imply an epistemology, because we
simply choose to look at dharmas from the point of view of objects, whereas it is
quite possible to do it the other way around. That is, when the relation itself
(‘thought-object’ relation) would be seen as realized within one or another dharma
objectively, i.e., irrespective of whether or not one cognizes it, and if one cognizes
it, irrespective of how he does it.

6.3. The last consideration raises one other question of utmost difficulty:
does ‘dharma’, as a notion, belong to a theory, or being a purely relational notion,
it is no more than a term of merely meta-theoretical description of the universal
relation of thought (and/or consciousness) to its objects and states? The answer
cannot be a simple and clear one. Because, if we still conceive of thought as a thing
(i.e., not an object only), then, as it was already said above (6.1.1), dharma would
be understood meta-psychologically, i.e., as one of conditions of thinking,*2 but
by any means not of knowledge. [For knowledge (%ana) in the Abhidhamma may
or may not become conjoint (sampayutta) with thought (ci?za),*® being thereby,
an additional factor and not figuring as a separate dharma.]** On the other hand,
if taken in its absolute objectivity, i.e., as ‘the highest object’ of philosophical
(and soteriological) ‘theory’, dharma would lose its relational character and assume
its quasi-ontological status depriving thereby the thought of its ‘thingness’.4
And finally, we may again return to a purely relational interpretation of dharma
as a ‘pure’ state of consciousness in the sense of which the consciousness (or
thought) interprets itself, and it is then only that we may understand dharma as
a term of meta-theory of consciousness which would become again void of any
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thinkable ‘thingness’. In the last case this ‘thingness’ would be relegated to thought,
as we see it later, in the Vajrayana Buddhism.

6.4.. Is it not quite evident that no theory of knowledge is possible without
a special reflexion on the cognizing person as an independent entity?* Or, if we
put it in a little different way, no epistemology is possible until the process of
reflexion on the subject of knowledge (whereby the subject finds its place not
only outside knowledge, but also outside this very reflexive process) is completed.
But it has not been completed in Buddhism, let alone the Abhidhamma where all
reflective procedures find their place within the rubrics of several dhammas.

6.5. On the whole, I am inclined to think that, for the sake of our under-
standing of Buddhist philosophy as a system (which, of course, does not mean that
it is a system in itself), or, shall we say, to produce our own meta-philosophical
understanding of it in a systematic way, it would be interesting to imagine it as
having, as it were, three entries: thought (and/or consciousness), dharma (state
of consciousness) and object. This, of course, must not be understood in the sense
that such was primarily the genuine scheme of the Buddhist philosophy itself,
for what I am suggesting now is no more than a scheme of our understanding
of the ‘object’ named ‘The Buddhist Philosophy’. Each of these notions might be
used with respect to each other, or as a meta-concept, or even as a thing (given
that in the last case both negative and positive interpretations are possible).
So that by means of this ‘triad’ the whole region of the theory of dharmas could
become described, or at least made describable.

This becomes particularly interesting if we try to apply this triadic scheme of
approach to main categories of Buddhist philosophy itself. Nirvana, for example,
though unthinkable (acintya), is an object, and though not a thought (na citza), is a
dharma.*” Karma (also understood in a more general way, i.e., as ‘an action’),
albeit being neither a dharma nor an object, can be reduced or made phenomeno-
logically reducible to consciousness or thought.4® While rizpa, the form, can be
regarded as an object and a dharma, yet never as consciousness, etc.4?

So within the framework of the Abhidharma proper we are left with ‘object’ as
the most universal category (the broadest entry, shall we say, provided of course,
that we look at the Abhidharma from an entirely external position). For from an
internal point of view, ‘object’ would be seen as the category shifting from dharma
to thought and the other way around or, if present in the situation of ‘the rise of
thought’, as opposed to thought and objectively different from ‘a person’ (puggala
of the Abhidhamma).%

6.6. There is another thing of extreme methodological importance for
our understanding of ‘object’ in and with respect to, the Abhidharma: we have to
make clear distinction between an object given in investigation (‘subject of in-
vestigation’) and an object of thought (or of ‘thinking’). Because, a thought, when
present in the Dhammasangani, is seen as a single, non-composite, and absolutely
separate object. But it is an object of investigation here, in the sense that our own
investigating cognition (samjfia)>! has not been reflected upon as ‘another thought’,
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or, shall we say, objectified as ‘a thought’. In this case, as it was said elsewhere,
this thought is cognized as having its own objects, dharmas, etc. At the same time,
these very objects (and dharmas) can be seen, as it were, ‘internally’, that is, from
the point of view of thought itself, and as its own objects, or let us put it stronger,
seen as existing (‘arising’) only in connection with this thought and as solely its
objects. This is where we would deal with them as ‘objects of thought’, which
indirectly means that dharmas cannot be objects of direct investigation.>® That is,
they can be investigated only as states of consciousness which have already become
objectively connected with thought, and only provided that whenever we start this
investigation, they are already there.

And then would it not be obvious that an ‘investigator’ could not investigate
his own dharmas, for they are anarta? Because they cannot be anybody’s objects,
but only those of ‘a thought’which throughout the Abhidharma is given objectively,
and whose ‘rise’ (utpada) includes ‘a person’ (pudgala) as one of its co-factors,
and it is this ‘objectivity’ of thought which would even forbid an investigator to
identify himself with this ‘person’ in any way other than metaphorical.

6.7. The term ‘objective’ (inits ad jectival meaning) is used here as a term
of a meta-philosophical approach and, therefore, only partly coincides with the
meaning of the word ‘object’ in the Abhidharma. And that is why it is to be stressed
that its use here is confined to methodology of our investigation. So, in this sense
only, we can say, for example, that when there is an object of thought, it means
that our object of investigation here and now is not this thought, but this object
(which, as it was said above, would not prevent this thought from being an object
at another time or in another place).5® And this, once limited by these ‘spacio-
temporal’ conditions, could be formulated in such an operational way: object is all
that at this given moment of investigation is not thought or consciousness. This
dichotomy, however, is not absolute, because there is always an external observer
or investigator, whose attention shifts from ‘thought as an object’ to ‘an object
of thought’, and whose presence can be neither accounted for nor reduced to, the
objectivity of dharmas.

6.8. All situations observed (and observable) by an observer have the
‘rise of thought’ as their extremal and, at the same time, most elementary case.
And it is at this very moment of observation of ‘rise of thought’ with its person,
objects and dharmas, that the observer himself cannot be thought of as an object
[unless, of course, he starts observing or investigating ‘his own’ thought, in which
investigation he would then figure as a person (puggala) with respect to objects,
etc.]. But nor could he be taken for a subject (in the sense of the opposition
‘object /subject’), for his observation is totally devoid of any traits of reflexion. That
is, it is not related to himself as to izs subject, so that the inferences like the Car-
tesian formulation do not apply here at all, and he would not be able to say,
I think, therefore I exist’—for in his observation his very thinking is not related
to him as an observer.>* We may then sum all this up in saying that an observer of
thought with its objects can neither observe himself as ‘a subject’, nor can he be
observed by others as ‘an object’. The classical dichotomy of ‘object-subject’ is
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here transformed into a much more complex ‘construction’, where the ‘complete
objectification’ can be achieved only provided that there is no subject any more.
That is, such a construction where its constituents—‘thought-objects-dharmas’—
would be conceived as simultaneously present and excluding each other in the
thought of an observer.

6.9. It would be an utter mistake to say that the Buddhist Masters of old
conceived the world as being or consisting of dharmas. Nor did they think that
their cognition was brought about in or by means of dharmas. There was neither
a mere dharmic ontology, or a mere dharmic epistemology there. And in the frame-
work of our meta-philosophical approach, it can be contended that, speaking
terminologically, dharmas do not carry any information about the world or the
psychology of men, because dharmas are not specific. On the contrary, they are as
unspecific as one could imagine. And this is so because of their (with the exception,
of course, of asamskrta dharmas) relatedness to thought and/or consciousness,
which is, in itself absolutely non-specific in the sense that is covers what in our
philosophical terminology is regarded as conscious as well as non-conscious,
subjective as well as objective, material as well as non-material, etc.® For to say
that, for example, ‘emotion is thought’ is, Buddhistically speaking, possible only
because emotion is a dharma (in a broader sense, of course), and each dharma is,
in a certain sense, thought. That is to say, an emotion (or perhaps, in an exacter
manner, this emotion in question) is a dharmic object and, on the strength of its
being ‘dharmic’, is as ‘conscious’ as thought or consciousness itself.

6.10. I am in full awareness that the last point would present to an in-
vestigator some insurmountable difficulties, particularly because in the further
and latest developments of the Buddhist theory of consciousness the universal
self-consciousness of thought was asserted with such a force that, practically, the
distinction between a thought having itself for an object, and a thought having
for an object something else, has completely disappeared. The most essential point
here is, that if (and when) such a difference existed—and it did existindeed through-
out the whole Abhidhamma—then each and every thought which is not self-
conscious would inevitably be regarded on the same level as an emotion, a sen-
sation, an effect, an instinct, or any other mental, psychical or bio-psychical phenom-
enon, however primitive and elementary such a phenomenon might be. However,
it is to be reminded here that the main and crucial difference between the Abhid-
hamma and, practically, any European epistemology is that in the latter the very
prefix ‘self” in its connection with ‘consciousness’ means ‘a subject’ or ‘a person’
thinking, while in the former it means the direction of thought towards itself. But
even understood in the former way, the self-consciousness cannot be applied to
dharmas, and it is in this sense that we think of Nirvana as of a dharma, not a
‘thought’. We may even take risk to say that dharmas are not the thought in the
sense that they do not think on themselves, however nonsensical it might sound.
But it is the thought of an observer that may think of izse/f (not himself) in terms
of dharmas, that is, in terms of its relatedness to all thinkable objects (including
those thinking).
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So, for example, the thought (ci?za) is a dharma (or, a kind of dharmas, listed
as A5 in the Abhidhammic list of dharmas) 7o (but not ‘of”) an observer of thought,
provided that he observes the thought generally. [‘Generally’ means here that the
thought is observed neither as an object of thought of the observer himself, nor
as that of ‘a person’ (puggala), but as one of abstractly conceived ‘dharmic ob-
jects’.] In the case of such an observation, an observer not only cannot have ‘this
thought’ attributed to him, but cannot even bring about an ‘ideal’ substitution,
saying, ‘If I were a person to whom this thought might be attributed. ..’ —for
there cannot be such a ‘person’ here at all. And a dharma named ‘thought’ would
be thought of outside any thinkable reflexion and, thereby, as a totally impersonal
one (by any means not the other way around). ‘Thought’ as ‘a state of conscious-
ness’, cannot be thinkable in the context of a reflexion, and that is why it can be
attributed to ‘someone’ only by means of some other things or agencies (which,
themselves, are not states of consciousness) such as, for instance, karma. And this,
Buddhistically speaking, may be exemplified by the fact that ultimate Nirvana is
nobody’s—and the same can be said of all dharmas taken as such.

6.11. It is in the late and modern Abhidhamma, however, where the
dhammas now and again assume a merely naturalistic explanation and become
the measurable fundamental entities whereupon the whole phenomenal world is
resting. In spite of many reservations and clarifications made by modern Buddhist
Theravadin scholars to the effect that what we deal with in dhammas is a mere
psychology, they could not prevent dhammas from becoming a sort of ‘psycholo-
gical ontology’. And this, I guess, is, at least partly, due to the influence of some
European epistemological tendencies. One point, however, remains very difficult
to explain, and I will try to interpret it by means of a metaphysical comparison
of the terms ontology and svabhava (‘own nature’).

6.11.1. The notion of ‘ontology’ within almost all theoretical contexts of
European culture—and irrespective of all differences between these contexts—
implies a certain abstract, non-specific quality with which things and events may
or may not be endowed, yet which remains universal and universally applicable
in both positive and negative ways. ‘Realism/nominalism’, ‘rationalism/empiri-
cism’, ‘monism/dualism’, ‘materialism/idealism’—in all these oppositionally mark-
ed contexts ‘the being’ retains this quality invariably, the unique predicate ascrib-
ed now to one thing, now to its opposite. The only thing here that is left to logical
analysis is to investigate the degree of universality and/or reality of what we deal
with in each particular case of the predication of ‘being’, ranking from ‘pure onto-
logy’ of God’s being as one of His perfections to ‘being’ as secondary to thinking
in the Cartesian formula. A dharma, in the context of Abhidharma at least, cannot
be non-specifically predicated by ‘being’. So that to say, in a little artificial manner,
that ‘the dharmas are...’, or even to interpret them in a ‘quasiontological’ way,
saying that ‘(there are) dharmas only’ (dharmamatra)—would inavoidably place
us in an utterly #rivial position. And this is so, because dharmas cannot be, but are
what and as they are (i.e., in the sense of yathabhutata). We can, of course, state
that the time of ‘existence’ of a ‘dharma of thought’ is 1/10%! second, which indeed,
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in this theoretical context would not mean any ‘being’ lasting for 1/10%! second.5¢
Moreover, this would not even mean that this dharma’s ‘being as it is’ includes
this duration for, in the sense of ‘as it is’, it is totally irrelevant. So we are allowed
to say that even when they ‘are’, dharmas cannot be predicated with ‘being’ for
in this case it is ‘when’ [i.e., not in the sense of duration, but in that of ‘happening’]
that matters, not ‘are’.

6.11.2. If taken with respect to dharmas only, svabhava would be seen as.
their own being, in the sense in which they do not differ from one another, though
if understood all of them as sharing of this one being, their ‘dharma-ness’ (dhar--
mata or tathata of all dharmas), they would differ very strongly from all that is
not a dharma. So, that in the last sense their ‘being’ would be seen not as their
being, but as their being what they are in distinction, for example, from karma, or
dubkha (‘suffering’), or any other thinkable thing which is not one of the dharmas..

6.11.3. Therefore, in the sense of ‘being’ in general, dharmas are not, while:
in the sense of their own being they can not be classified even into samskrta and
asamskrta, being, in fact, the same. Their classification is very conventional and
relative, that is, they may be classified in one way or another, but always with
intimation that in classifying them one always thinks or meditates on them as.
related to something which, at this given moment at least, is not a dharma; or,
returning to our previous problem of object, which is not a ‘dharmic object’.

6.12. One of the simplest and at the same time, the most enigmatic things5?
in the whole Abhidhamma is that the dhammas are considered as already existent
when the thought is stated as arisen.

Given that one thing is to think of thought as related to dharmas, and quite an--
other is to think of dharmas®® in their relation to thought (the former is discussed
in Essay 4 on ‘The Rise of Thought’), and concentrating on the latter, I can say
that a thought arisen is, in the Abhidhamma, the only primarily given fact. The
fact in the absence of which there is nothing to observe, conceive of, or meditate
on. The fact wherein the universe of objects and subjects®? is contained, or where-
from it can be derived for an external observer, be it an observer of the thought in
general, his own thought or any thought whatsoever. That is, without the rise of”
thought there is no field of observation at all in Abhidhamma, and without external
observation there can be no Abhidhamma as the systematic exposition (or fixation)-
of the theory of dhammas.

So, speaking of rise of thought as a fact,% we may say: ‘There is a thought there’,
or ‘there is no thought there’, or ‘this is one thought or another’, or as is said in
Dhammasangani, ‘the first thought, the second thought, the third thought, etc.”
The dhammas, however, are there, as various discrete forms in which each thought
assumes its inter pretation of continuity and process. This is a limited and relational
definition of dhammas. Relational, because they are regarded here not as such, but.
in their relation to thought only, that is, to a situation when and where a thought is.
already detected in its factuality. This needs to be explained in a more detailed.
way.
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6.12.1. Firstly, no dhammas can be a fact per se, for one dhamma cannot
merely be thought of as existent, because no thought can be interpreted in the
:sense of one dhamma, but solely in the sense of the combination of an infinite
number of dhammas of one or several kinds (much more often several than one).

6.12.2. Secondly, the thought is given in observation as a separate fact or,
letussay, in separate facts the succession of whichis externally established (whether
-empirically or ideally) by an observer acting, speaking and thinking separately
from what is observed. While the continuity of dhammas is postulated as the
precondition of any thought, be it that of observer or of those observed. One may
think of various and different continuities of dhammas as separate, but only after
‘the fact itself of thought is already observed, though one may know, none the less,
that this or that continuity of dhammas had been existing before an observation
began and will exist after it has finished, so that the very problem of ‘otherness’
would be totally irrelevant in the context of such a consideration. Unlike William
James’ idea that one’s psychical and mental life is manifested in states of con-
sciousness, the Masters of Abhidhamma maintained that what, in fact, we see as
-one’s psychical and mental life is the manifestation of unmanifested dharmas.
‘That is to say, any thinkable activity of thought is thought to be ‘dharmic’ and,
therefore, is to be interpreted in terms of discreteness (discontinuity) of states ‘of
-consciousness as well as in terms of continuity of states of consciousness, if we
.chose to interpret the process of thought, not its act of rising only. The basic thing
here is, however, that any epistemological criteria remain inapplicable to dharmas,
because these criteria are valid only within the system of interpretable objects, and
-entirely non-valid with respect to the things constituting the basis of interpretation,
for the latter belong to quite another system. 5!

+6.12.3. Thirdly—and this point I consider highly important—the factuality
-of thought, when this thought is interpreted in the sense of dhammas, cannot be
understood as or in terms of, psychological empiricism. To thecontrary, through-
.out the Abhidhamma the thought (ci?ta), even when used not in its dhammic
-sense (i.e., when it does not figure as one of the kinds of dhammas), implies a
much higher degree of abstractedness than any empirical idea of thought.

6.13. It is worth mentioning, at last, that the predicates of dharmas do
not make dharmas contentful, even if they imply a certain definite content them-
-selves. So from the expression ‘the dharmas of the present, past and future’ one
-can not infer anything atall about the possibility of different interpretations of these
three ‘kinds’ of states of consciousness, in terms of content. The same is when we
‘try to interpret the first line of Dhammapada ‘Mind-made are the dharmas, etc.’,
-or a proposition that ‘all dharmas are signless (alakkhana)’. Because, if we take
the last example, we will have to admit that the very meaning of ‘signlessness’
-exists only with respect to dharmas and in no other way. [Unlike, shall we say,
the meaning of ‘mortal’ in the proposition: ‘all men are mortal’.] This is to say
that practically all sentences where ‘dharmas’ figure as the subject of the logical
«construction, are mere tautologies. Which means that the meaning of a predicate
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related to ‘dharmas’ cannot be reduced to any ‘content’ other than dharmas them-
selves.

Thus to assert that ‘everything that exists is dharma’, would mean that every-
thing thinkable in terms of content could be thought of onlyinthe context of certain
states of consciousness, i.e., dharmas, but not the other way around. And that is
exactly what W. James bore in mind in stating that one and the same thing may
be ‘I’ in one state of consciousness, and something else in another. [From which
we may easily ‘deduce’ that there is no such a state of consciousness as ‘I’ on the
one hand, and that in terms of content ‘I’ (as well as ‘non-I’) can exist (i.e., ‘be
thought of as existing’) only when related to one or another dharma, on the other
hand. But neither ‘I’ nor ‘non-I’ become a specific content to any dharma.]

The use of the word ‘content’ is no more than anelement of the meta-philosophi-
cal approach, because all contents of thought, speaking Buddhistically, belong to
the level quite different from that to which thought itself does belong. The ‘level
of content’, if taken apart from thought, would be inevitably ousted in the realm
of ‘as it were psychology’ in our investigation.

6.14.0. The time, if seen from the point of view of the Abhidharma, doesnot
stand out as a phenomenon, nor is this surprising, because, not being one of the
states of consciousness (dharmas), it also cannot be reduced either to one of them,
or to any of their combinations. And in this case, we have to return back to thought
in the sense of which time may have figured as something, as it were, positively
thinkable, though not necessarily as one of the objects of thinking. In saying this
I do not exclude the possibility or, even, necessity of other points of approach to
the problem of time in Buddhism. Moreover, I am going to suggest a very ten-
tative scheme of such a ‘Buddhistic’ investigation in the following way.

6.14.1.

(1) Firstly, we must investigate the conditions of thinking about time which means
that there can be supposed several various cases, situations, or contents in which
and about which time is to be predicated as content of thinking.

(2) Secondly, we must observe the cases, when thinking itself, i.e., in its various
acts and instances, may be interpreted as different (i.e., one or the other, not one
and the same) with respect to time.

(3) Thirdly, we pass to a situation, when thinking, taken in one of its modalities,
would be objectively conceived as time. That is to say, that there is, in thinking,
a certain psychological subjectivity which is objectified (or naturalized) as time.
(Time as an epiphenomenon of thinking.)

(4) Fourthly, we return to the states of consciousness (dharmas), and consider
them in their connections with thinking containing time as its content.

(5) Fifthly, we then would explore the states of consciousness with respect to
their own time, or timelessness.

(6) Sixthly, we may then conclude, by making a meta-philosophical stipulation
about the abstract possibility to construe a structure of consciousness (not a state
of consciousness—this distinction here is overwhelmingly important) that can
have included time as its own objective content. This stipulation could be hardly
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considered as Buddhistic—let alone ‘Buddhist’—though we still can refer to the
Yogacarin metaphysics, where time is regarded as one of the ‘contents’ of non-
individual alayavijiiana (‘stored consciousness’).53

6.14.2. Speaking of conditions of thinking when time figures as object and
content of thinking, we find ourselves in a position that is, itself, at once subjective
and objective. Subjective, because when thinking of time, our thinking concen-
trates necessarily on some reflexive procedures related to duration of one’s own or
somebody else’s thinking, or any act of thinking which is prior to, coinciding
with or following any act of non-thinking. In the latter case time would be con-
ceived of as that of sequence or seriality of thinking. However, a very strong
intimation remains there that no sequence or seriality in time of acts of non-
thinking alone can be conceived of or stipulated. [So, for instance, a sequence of
Texts (sutranta) or of their expositions (dharmaparyaya) is temporal only on the
strength of their stressedly conscious character.]®* The very idea of ail Buddhas
of past, present and future, if understood as a merely Buddhological idea, might
be seen as one of such conditions of thinking of time. That is, while thinking of
all Buddhas, one brings in the idea of time—not the other way around. That is to
say, that the time here cannot be an independent object of thinking, because it
depends on its conditions.%

6.15. A hidden postulate about thinking

In one of his unpublished metaphysical essays M. Mamardashvili says: ‘Isn’t
it astonishing that such a thing as thinking simply cannot be, though we know that
it is there, as like as not?’ And it is in Buddhism that we find no instrument what-
ever to deal with thinking, though a yogic concept of thinking is constantly present
there. 66

From the point of view of an empiricist, this impossibility is too evident to be
questioned, for no thinking can be discovered by our reflection on our thinking.
In the case of the Abhidhammic approach the situation with thinking would be
far more complicated. For in the Abhidhamma this reflection is always, as it were,
already objectified as one or another mental state and therefore thinking itself
cannot be found i (that is, not by as in the previous approach) our, or somebody
else’s, reflection on thinking. The theory of dhammas could hardly be considered
as a method of analysis or a method of interpretation of reflexive procedures only.
And the thing is, that reflection on thinking, though present within at least six
dhammas out of 56, still continues to figure as a ‘non-dharmic’ and, thereby,
entirely subjective state of mind. While thinking itself cannot be fixed in the
dharmic analysis of any reflexive procedures, for its presence within these pro-
cedures is purely objective and not subject to any reflection. This, I conjecture,
might have been observed by some of the Abhidhammic Masters as early as the
time of the composition of the earliest ‘dhammic lists’. We may even assert that,
though it has been grasped, classified and denoted by such quasi-synonymous
terms as ‘thought’ (citta), ‘mind’ (manas), ‘consciousness’ (vifiiana) and in the
late Mahayana, ‘sentient-ness’ or ‘thought-ness’ (Tib. sems-fiid), thinking itself
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remained unidentified and even unidentifiable with any of the Abhidhammic or
‘Abhidharmic categories or concepts. Moreover, when we say ‘objective’, this
implies that a certain thing has been changed from a ‘subjective’ into an ‘objective’
thing, which can be achieved through a dharmic analysis or through the process
.of dhyana, or by some other means. Yet when we say that there cannot be thinking,
we assume that this thinking, irrespective of whether it could or could not be there,
cannot be thought of otherwise than as primarily objective, or that its objectivity
is primary. The dharmas then would be seen as thinking’s secondary objectifica-
tions, and reflexive procedures as its subjective interpretations.

Quite another difficulty in our understanding of thinking as impossible is due
to the fact that, speaking generally, thinking itself is not natural. More than
that—it is utterly unnatural, provided of course, that the opposition ‘natural/
unnatural’ belongs to our own culture and has nothing to do with the cultural
background of early historical Buddhism. [Where what we would have called
‘natural’, figured, indeed, as ‘conditioned’. Thus for example, fear (bhaya) was
-described by the Buddha as arising in even highly experienced ascetics on the
strength of their being subjected to certain conditions (utter solitude, jungles,
ghosts and spirits in forests and wilderness etc.), but not because of their own
‘human’ nature, etc.] That is, Budhistically speaking, thinking does not come as
rain, for even if we do not know the causes of the latter, they are supposed to
exist. Thinking as such (i.e., apart from its direction, character, etc.) simply hap-
_pens, and the only, though remote enough, analogy to this ‘happening of thinking’
can be seen in the process of dhyana understood in its most general way. Dhyana
cannot, of course, provide one with a key to the understanding of the problem
of thinking but can indirectly indicate some possibilities of such an understanding.
In saying this, first of all I mean the existence of specifically dhyanic texts, which
not only contained (or were themselves) the objects of or terminological fixations
for dhyana (and in particular, sati, yogic ‘recollection’), but also served as a sort
of framework for thinking. That is to say, that thinking, when and if actualized,
-did actualize within and in terms of these dhyanic texts, which by no means
.suggests that they can be regarded as ‘texts of thinking’. Because a ‘text of thinking’
implies that a certain thinking (or thinking of a certain type) has already taken
place either as preceding a text, or as coinciding (or being one) with its coming
into being. It seems to me, however, that in the case of the Buddhist dhyana, these
texts, whether oral or written, have existed as ‘contentless’ units of merely poten-
tial and latent thinking which might or might not have found its actualization
therein. So, taking the Dhammasargani as an example, we would dare to assert
that it would not be possible, even to a highly experienced yogin, to reconstruct
the text of this book from matika, though it may be possible, knowing the book,
to actualize the whole text (in one’s recollection) as a text of thinking, following
the matika. In other words, we may say that in the European philosophical tradi-
tion a text, however lapidary or condensed it might be, still can be seen as a ‘text
of thinking’, i.e. a text can be identified with a text of thinking hypothetically
at least and, as such, might be continued or discontinued, reproduced or destroyed.
"While in the Abhidhammic tradition, no text of thinking could be created or
annthilated, for it exists in its potentiality which, in itself, is not textual.
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Thus, speaking meta-philosophically, we may conjecture that in European
culture (broadly understood) each text can be imagined as an actual cultural
reflection on thinking which itself does not exist outside this reflection, which
comes into being and perishes with this reflection and, thereby, cannot be imag-
ined at all without the text of its (i.e., thinking’s) cultural actualization. In the
Buddhist tradition the very idea of culture is totally synonymous with tradition
itself and, therefore, physically the text remains virtually irrelevant to the poten-
tial existence of thinking. Any actual text is given to us as thinkable (audible,
readable, writable, meditatable etc.) content. Yet it is this thinkability, that is, not
a text or its content, through which thinking itself is revealed as impossible—not
only in its impossibility to be thought of, but in its impossibility zo be. Because,
there is nothing between an object in the content, and a text whereby this content
(or more exactly, we ourselves) might find its expression. So, the classical duality
of ‘level of content/level of expression’ is totally inapplicable to the problem of
thinking.

Speaking metaphilosophically, we may well remark that any phenomenology
is no more than an investigation of ways or methods (or say, laws or rules) by
means of which a thought could be interpreted in its cultural fixations (named
‘notions’, or ‘concepts’, or ‘ideas’). Ascribing to the remark made above a more
‘general’ (and more Kantian) character, we can even assert that each phenomenon
is a thought already inter preted in the sense of content, and then all such notions
as ‘text’, ‘content’, ‘form’, ‘sign’ etc., would be seen as terms of interpretation of
thinking, not of thinking itself. Moreover, from a Buddhistic point of view,
these notions could even be seen in the sense of opposition or contrariness to
thinking, given the reflexive and thereby subjective character of all abstract inter-
pretations of thinking on the whole. [I am even inclined to regard such yogic
formulations as, for instance cittavrtti (‘fluctuation of thought’) in the sense of
opposition of thinking as such to all possible interpretations of thinking as any-
thing else.] The remarkable idea of the formalists—yogacarins, that each thought
or consciousness is ‘self-illuminating’ (svaprakasa) bore an entirely objective
meaning. That is, it never had anything to do with a ‘subject’, be it ‘me’, ‘thou’,
or ‘we’. Because it was thought itself that was thought of as aware of itself, not
‘I’ or ‘thou’. And that is why Jinendrabuddhi in his commentary denotes this
state of subjective awareness of an idea by the word ‘buddhi’ which is used as
a term of secondary interpretation of thinking.®? One of the most essential philo-
sophical moments in the Abhidhamma, an absolutely discrete character of the
states of consciousness (dhammas), finds its complete analogy in the absolute
separateness of all thoughts from each other in space and time. A given thought
(citta) thus arises within an occurrence or happening (samaya) where and when
it is connected with dhammas, objects (@rammana), subjects (puggala), and karma.
But even described in such a quasi-realistic way, a given thought never becomes
(bhavati) what it is (hoti), however brilliant Mrs. Rys Davids’ considerations on
the subject might have been. It actually cannot be even as a single act or instance
of thinking. So, it can only happen or occur, or flow ‘from nowhere’ into a ‘stream
of thought’, given that the last figures as no more than still one more interpretive
concept whereby a subjectively attributed continuity of discrete states and things
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is formally established. Thinking could be theoretically conceived of as being
either in the interval between its being in ‘nowhere’ and into the stream, or as.
being in the interval between one thought and the other, but this seems to be
a speculation never attempted by any of the Abhidhammic masters. But then.
quite another problem arises: how can we pass from where there is no thinking
to where there is thinking? To Descartes as well as to Wittgenstein such a transi--
tion would not be possible. For any indication to the points or moments ‘without
thinking” would be void for either of them, though for quite different reasons.
To the former this is ontologically impossible (i.e. irrespective of his methodology)
on the strength of the parallelism of two ‘beings’, conscious and natural: they
could not cross—and this is conceived objectively. To Wittgenstein thinking itself”
is, unlike that in Buddhism, an entirely natural, or more exactly, naturalized
concept. That is, my thinking is as natural as my speech (and my language is as.
natural as my speech too). However, when he comes to where he cannot spot
the thinking, he cannot help introducing some other means to show why he cannot.
do that.

Wittgenstein writes about men looking like automats: ‘As if they were acting
not on their own will ...” (1978, p. 99). But of course, this will, is it not undetect-
able? That is, it can be traced. [Literally: its traces could be observed, or rather,
the traces or symptoms of its absence, not of its presence. And then he says: ‘they
behave like automata ...’] But it could never be realized in its actuality, save
the cases when the actuality of its absence is demonstrated. And of course, Witt-~
genstein could not help seeing it as a personal will, the being of which is uncertain,
while that of his own is evidently certain and, thereby, ‘describable’. So, the will
is a thing which might or might not be, though it cannot be realized as ore in,
say, all men. All the more that to Wittgenstein the other will must have been
marked by its absence rather than by its presence, while his own was felf (behind
and beyond his philosophical investigation i.e., indescribable or ‘ineffable’) to-
have been present because of his . .. thinking.%8 That is to say, it could have been
realized in the fact of his thinking, which otherwise would have never reached the
‘surface’ of his text and remained forever as something utterly latent and potential
in the depths of his mind. Something about which he would have to keep silent.

However, in order to acknowledge the presence of ‘other will’ or at least admit
its possibility, an observer has to allow for its being thought of by another person.
[No will can be deduced from mere observation of self-observation.] Returning.
to an old Buddhist argument, we may say that though ‘desire to act’ can be
deduced from the fact of an outer (outwardly observable) movement, and the
same with thought, speech etc., it will be no more than a formal desire conceived
of as an inner component of an outer action. Some deeper factor still lies undis--
closed, awaiting for its being explored and analysed in the late Abhidharma where
‘a thought arisen’ and its concomitants are to be considered as a coincidence
brought about by this very factor of vasana (bags) understood as an objective will.
To Wittgenstein it is always subjective, i.e., his own. That is why he discards
‘thinking” when he speaks of people looking as if they were the automata, i.e.,
deprived of their subjectivity, while constantly speaking of himself in terms of”
subjectivity only. And the contrary position is succinctly shown, for example,
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in the Bodhicaryavatara (see 4.2) where the ‘automata’ are described as devoid
of consciousness, not of will, that is, for, as a phenomenon, the thinking cannot
.become by itself, but can happen i.e., be brought into a stream by means of vasana.
Because, as it was shown above, the stream is nothing but an objectification of
thought or consciousness in its quasi-temporal aspect, while thinking requires,
necessarily, the work of a constantly acting factor.

My very vague conjecture is that in some of the texts of the Pali Canon (not
-only in the Abhidhamma) the main concern is about singularity of thinking, not
about its typology. That is, about those ‘points of fixation’ of thinking where it
cannot correlate with the general typologically, does not ascend historically to
any prototype, and must not be reduced to any initial principle logically. The
-considering thinking in such fixations can be seen as one of the metaphilosophical
preoccupations. I am ready even to go as far as to conjecture that so widely known
and wildly misinterpreted a phenomenon as samadhi (and, particularly, satori in
.Zen Buddhism) can be seen as that absolute stopping of thinking, wherein every-
body who happens to enter there, does not think in his own unique way. The way
which would differ from any other way of non-thinking much more than any
one way of thinking may differ from any other.

However, this singularity has absolutely nothing to do with a person not
thinking (or thinking): It is his thinking, not himself, that is singular. [M. Mamar-
dashvili would have said that ‘his non-thinking does not occur in one and the same
.structure of consciousness with his “I”” (not to speak of the fact that there is no
such a structure of consciousness as “I’” in Buddhism at all).’] From this follow
all so-called ‘paradoxes of samadhi’, which, in fact, are neither paradoxes, nor
metaphors, but ferms of consciousness, which cannot be related to or correlated
with, a person understood as the subject of samadhi in question. So, the notorious
Zen expression ‘the Buddha—a lump of shit’—is nothing but the occurrence of
two terms of consciousness within an interval of non-thinking. Although these terms
are pronounced in thinking. That is, when pronounced in thinking, they present
.a certain type of discursiveness, though carrying in (or with) themselves the traces
of non-thinking; which traces are usually qualified (and very stupidly so) as
‘paradoxes or metaphors.

These ‘fixations’ of singularity cannot be conceived of or worked through in
a philosophy, for unthinkable are they as objects of any contentful thinking. Only
in the context of a phenomenological or meta-philosophical investigation one
-could ponder over them. I might also note in this connection, that ‘non-thinking’
of samadhi is not a natural (i.e., psychological, etc.) phenomenon, that is, it is
-absent in the nature of individual thinking. One may, approximately of course,
think of non-thinking as belonging to the objectivity of consciousness. That is,
it can be thinkable as one of the states of consciousness (i.e., as a dharma), or as
-one of the structures of consciousness, where individual thinking is deemed as
possessing the potency of becoming non-natural.
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6.16. Some additional remarks on ‘otherness’

To understand—or even to start understanding—the concept of ‘other thought’
in a perspective broader than that provided not only by the Buddhist but also
by a Buddhistic approach, one would have to get rid of entirely all possible
epistemological solutions, however tempting they might be.

In the following remarks I will try approximating to such an understanding
by tackling the whole problem of ‘other thought’ from the point of view of ‘other-
ness’, i.e., not from that of ‘thought’,

(1) Speaking logically, there is, on the part of a speaker, a very strong implica-
tion of choice in the notion of otherness; that is, to say ‘other’ does not mean
‘any other’, though there are no rules according to which such a choice is to be
determined. [Which, of course, does not mean that it is not determined.]

(2) ‘Other’ does not necessarily imply here ‘not this one’ or, least of all, ‘the
same as this’ (as in the expression ‘. . . in this case as in many others. . .’), although
it certainly implies ‘other than mine’ which, seemingly only, narrows the class
of ‘others’ and, thereby, the sphere of choice.

(3) An ‘other’ does not necessarily mean a ‘different object’, for it may well
be the same object, yet seen as the other. The main difference between European
and Indian methods of one’s self-observation is that in the former I see myself
from the point of view of another person, while in the latter I see myself as another
person. That is, in the first case, I externalize my observation of myself, while
in the second I externalize myself as an object of observation, transforming myself
into an other object. This is, in fact, the beginning of objectification.

So, the ‘otherness’ here might be subdivided into two cases: (a) the classical
case of ‘other’ in the Suttas, where one thing is recommended to be seen as another
(and, thereby, not as itself), or where one is recommended to see another thing
instead of the first one, provided that the first one is thought of as less real, or
not real at all. As, for instance, when it is asserted that there is no ‘I’, but there
are the five skandhas, or that there is no ‘I’, but there are samskaras (instead),
etc.;% (b) the no less classical case where a thing is commended to be seen as
other, i.e., not mine (or thine) but, as it were, alien (which very often coincides
with the notion of the Third Person).

(4) So, in the light of this remark, ‘other thought’ is to be reduced to some
essential otherness. The otherness by means of which my own thought can be
changed into an absolute object (i.e., ‘object of all objects’, etc.). I may even assert
that the only real (i.e., essential) otherness is that of thought. That is, there is not
any other thing as other as thought.

(5) Wherefrom Buddhologically it follows that, what is objectified by the
Buddha as other thought, could be achieved by me in the objectification of my
own thought which becomes, therewith, as it were, the other. But, of course,
I cannot achieve this objectification with a thought other than mine.

(6) Therefore, phenomenologically speaking, other thought is reduced to what
I have called an ‘essential otherness’ and an ‘object’. And then my thought is
reduced to other thought in order of objectification. Perhaps the Buddhist masters
of old knew about an independent position of ‘otherness’ as to what the very
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idea of ‘object’ was to be reduced, not the other way around. To us an object
seems to be obviously a kind of primary category, whereas to them it remained
a sort of complex concept needed to have been reduced to its basic determinants
among which otherness was to be considered the first. ‘Other stream’ then, would
be seen not as any other thing, but as ‘the most other’ thing in the universe or,
say, as the only really other thing. I see that saying this, I find myself in direct
contradiction to the idea that it is my stream, not other, than could be cognized
directly. But let us not forget that this idea belongs to the epistemological aspect
of our problem, not to metaphysical or Buddhological, that is.?®

Moreover, I am inclined to think that what is implied in the idea of direct
knowledge of ‘my stream’ is entirely different from what the idea of ‘absolute
object’ implies. For there is no distinction between a direct and indirect know-
ledge in the objectification, because this distinction also belongs to epistemology
par excellence.”?



NOTES TO ESSAY 6

1 The terms ‘subjective’ and ‘psychological’ are used partly synonymously here, in the sense
that they both imply the existence (or even, the postulation of existence) of individual psychical
mechanisms to beinvestigated. But by nomeans in the sense that psychology is considered as.
more subjective than any other way of investigation of psychical mechanism.

2 As, for instance, when one would identify any fact observed or experienced by an individual
(headache or outburst of anger, for example), saying: ‘This is a state of consciousness’.
Provided that this would not necessarily fall under the rubric of one or other kind of states of
consciousness in Abhidhammic or any other classification of states of consciousness.

3 Thus this second meaning would embrace the cases where a fact is identified with a state
of consciousness falling certainly under the rubric of one or another kind of dharmas of the
Abhidhamma, as well as the cases, when we deal not with particular dharmas but with
kinds o fdharmas in general. An example of the first: ‘My thinking now is (corresponding to)
a dharma of thought (citta, dhamma A5 of the first Abhidhammic list of dhammas)’. An
example of the latter: “The dhamma of thought and the dhammas of reasoning and reflection
(vicara, A7: vitakka, A 6) are answerable for the process of investigation’.
We may guess that ‘rendering’ would require just another kind of mental discipline.
E. Burnouf (1876, p. 391).
One may conjecture to what extent Burnouf might have been influenced on this point by
the works of Brian Hodgson, the real Father Founder of British Buddhology. The extreme
felicity of Hodgson’s approach to Buddhism is amazing. He saw Buddhism as, first of all,
a religion and, moreover, as ore (though motley and variegated as it was) religious system.
And besides, he happened to be one of the very few Buddhologists who happily evaded an
inner intellectual confrontation between Buddhism and his own culturally acquired Chris-
tianity, theism, or atheism; ‘Matter endowed with intrinsic intelligence’ he called dharma!
B. H. Hodgson (1874, pp. 40,72). See also T. E. Colebrooke (1873, pp. 420-1).
7 L. de la Vallée Poussin establishes in his rendering a stressedly metaphysical meaning of
dharmas, calling them ‘unstable and substanceless elements’ (1909, p. 54). Whereas Kern,
in a more Kantian way, prefers to use the term phenomenon (dharmas are ‘all mental and
physical phenomena’). See S. Kern (1896, p. 51). The use of this term by Mrs. Rhys Davids
is very different: ‘The ultimate data [of Theravada Buddhism] were phenomenal, and yet
they were very real’. See C. Rhys Davids (1914, p. 65); the formulation of a kind unheard
of in a Kantian school.

Dhs. tr. (pp. 42-3 et passim).

It evidently invites parallels and comparisons of a more speculative character. So, for example,

speaking of sanatana dharma of Hinduism, we may state that it includes its own description.

At the same time, we usually do not take note of such an evident fact of our own culture

(conceptually understood, not empirically), that it is also impossible without or outside its

own description.

10 This or suchlike classification may be particularly useful in the study of Hindu rituals, where
the term ‘ethos’ was first introduced by A. F. Stenzler (1865, pp. 149-63 and especially pp.
154-5).

11 D. T. Suzuki (1974, p. 26).

12 T would go so far as to suggest that the core of primary Buddhist instruction might have
consisted of the series of such like interpretations, the resu/ts of which in the form of terms
had had to be memorized and thereafter used to describe one’s mental experience as ‘no
one’s’ (i.e., in an entirely desubjectivized sense), which in turn means that these experiences
were described as already transformed from those of one’s into those of nobody’s, and such
terms as ‘dharma’ and samskaras meant only to confirm this transformation. T think that
in the context of such an instruction, the very concept of ‘common (or ordinary) use’ of
language as opposed to ‘theoretical’ is getting superfluous and futile. Let us look in this
connection at such a passage from L. Wittgenstein (1978, p. 184): ‘People who on awaking
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tell us certain incidents (that they have been in such-and-such places etc.). Then we teach
them the expression ‘I dreamt’’, which precedes the narrative. Afterwards I sometimes ask
them, ‘““Did you dream anything last night?> and am answered yes or no ... That is the
language game. (I have assumed here that I do not dream myself...)’. This place, which
Stcherbatsky would have qualified as ‘very sanskritic’ or ‘very Buddhist’, is in itself a brilliant
example of ‘half-conscious’ character of Wittgensteinian ‘analysis of language’ (‘half-con-
scious’ means ‘not phenomenlogical enough’ here). For the central term here, ‘to dream’,
cannot be classified as belonging to either ‘common speech’ or ‘language of theory’. It is,
as a matter of fact, a term of description of man’s untransformed mental experience in terms
of ‘language only’. That is why Wittgenstein classifies this term as an ‘expression’. Dharma-
kirti would have called it ‘a way (or manner) of speaking’ (vacana matra), stressing thereby,
that it is simply instead of saying one thing (here what is in the narrative) we say the other
(what precedes it). So, it is ‘the expression’ that figures as a meta-term here, not ‘the dream’
or ‘to dream’. But this meta-term does not form the theory of mental experiences in this
passage, for it has been introduced only to show that what in common language is ‘such-and-
such incidents’, in meta-language of linguistical analysis is ‘dream’. So, speaking Buddhisti-
cally, Wittgenstein is ‘a Buddha the other way around’, for he teaches the dreamers their own
language (i.e., not his, for he does not dream), establishing, confirming them in their own
dharma. Because, his own language has remained uninvestigated as such, that is, he had no
dharma of his own, so to speak, to teach them.

13 The destiny of samskaras in European rendering happened to be far less adventurous and
vague than that of dharma, and this is hardly surprising, for from the very start of modern
Buddhology they were—and rightly so—associated with the much vaguer concept of Western
culture, that of will or volition. That is, the concept which, after having been almost totally
neglected in Cartesian tradition, and hardly noticeable in the tradition of classical German
philosophy, appeared on the scene of European philosophizing, and assumed there its new
function. It became the necessary and indismissible counterpart of individual consciousness,
now directly opposing the latter, now permanently accompanying it as a complementary
concept. Moreover, one may say that will, in its opposition to consciousness and reasoning,
became an inalienable attribute of all romanticism of the nineteenth century, exceeding thus
the confines of philosophy and changing into a very important cu/tural category. And it is
Schopenhauer, von Hartmann and particularly Nietzsche, whose critique of their own (i.e.,
‘Christian) culture contained ‘will’ as an extra-cultural or meta-cultural category. [lLe., as
a concept which might have been used in the evaluation and criteriorization of all cultures
or, a concept from the point of view of which all cultures could have been viewed as one, or
“The Culture. This is particularly significant in view of the assumption that Buddhism, seen
1in the light of its ‘initial’ posulations at any rate, could itself be considered as ‘a-cultural’.]

When later in the twentieth century this category became more and more associated with
and merged into, that of the un-non-or sub-conscious (from P. Carus through Freud to
Adler), it became thereby totally excluded from ‘all that was conscious in culture’, and served

.very often to denote the sphere of natural urges, instincts and impulses associated with the
idea of ‘natural’ as opposed to ‘cultural’. [What is important to bear in mind is that ‘culture’
here is used as a synonym of ‘cultural reflection’ and is, therefore, totally divorced from what
we call ‘civilization’; the latter cannot reflect on itself by definition.]

Looking at such renderings,of samskaras as those attempted by D. T. Suzuki and B. Nan-
Jjio, we are tempted to call their position on this point also ‘cultural’. For theirs was the task
of ‘translating’ the terms of Buddhist philosophy into those of Western cu/ture, whatever their
genuine aspirations might have been. And if looked at from such an angle, the whole problem
can be described in the following manner: samskaras can be ascribed to dharmas as their
most general predicate, but they cannot have an ontology of theirs, while dharmas can (when,
of course, they are not predicated by samskaras). At the same time, dharmas, irrespective
of whether they figure as phenomena or merely re/ational categories, are supposed to possess
their own reality (regardless of the degree of relativity of the last), whereas samskaras do not
exist as such, but only as a modus of some other being. And this is so, even given that sams-
karas are very often used in Buddhist texts in an absolutely naturalistic way. See particularly,
Rune E. A. Johansson (1979, pp. 41-8). The tendency to naturalizing is revealed in this book
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with all possible sincerity, which, I think, is inevitable when one forgets ontological secondari-
ness of samskaras with respect to dharmas. This secondariness was particularly stressed by
B. Keith (1923, p. 74): “We should not regard the samskaras as things in relation to mind
(sankhata); rather the term has the more general signification of product, as well as of pro-
ducing, and it is therefore naturally and directly applied to the whole world of external
reality as well as to mental products’.

14 Otto O. Rosenberg, Problems of Buddhist Philosophy, Petrograd, 1918 (in Russian). See also
German translation, Die Probleme der Buddhistischen Philosophie (aus dem Russ. Ubersetzt
von Frau E. Rosenberg), Heidelberg, 1924.

15 Th. Stcherbatsky (1923, p. 5).

16 That is, probably, why Kern used both terms as almost synonymous, when he spoke of the
Abhidharma. See H. Kern (1896, pp. 47, 51).

17 So, the most difficult thing in the rendering of samskaras into any term, or even describing
them by a group of terms, was the fact that in Buddhism—irrespective of this or that school,
branch, sect or tradition—samskaraswereneveropposed to consciousness taken in its phenom-
enal or transformational (parinama) aspect. As for their relation to dharmas, the situation
becomes even more complicated, for, if taken strictly as categories (that is, as denoting con-
cepts, not things or phenomena), they may play the role of the unique, in point of fact,
predicate to dharmas. [As in the well-trodden, yet not at all understandable formulation from
the Maha-parinibbana-suttanta: ‘All dharmas (are) samskaric’ (sabbe dhamma sankhara).]
Butin this place dharmas figure also in their phenomenal aspect i.e., as ‘things’ rather than
‘states of consciousness’. Because, if we take the ontological aspect of dharmas, then all of
them would be seen as a-samskaric, not only those which are asamnskrta [on the strength of
their ‘such-ness’ (tathata) or ‘dharma-ness’ (dharmata)]. But of course, the main thing is.
that samskaras simply could not be used, unlike dharmas, as meta-terms. For what they,
in fact, denote is the concrete phenomenal characteristics of dharmas—their (dharmas’) poten-
tiality and actuality of being connected, in time and space, with one another in various and
diverse configurations. So, speaking of samskaras as phenomena, we may say, that they are
such modes of conscious (dharmic) being, due to which one can perceive of one’s conscious
being as individual and personal (pudgala). While in the context of our (or, perhaps, any other)
cultural reflexion, the will or volition would be seen as an attribute of the personal being
directly opposed to its other attribute, consciousness. Not to mention the fact that an extreme
technicality of samskaras in Buddhism had put this term far aloof from its previous (or
contemporary, in Brahmanic ritualism) cu/tura/ meaning than was the case with the Schopen-
hauerian Will or Freudian ‘subconscious’.

[Willis not an Indian category. But, there is something practically in each Indian darsana
which could be identified with wi// by the way of analysis, but not the other way round!
We must not seek—and cannot find—such a concept in India. But it should be possible to.
find something which would be what we call or would call wi//, e.g., desire (iccha) is a facet
of ignorance (avid ya), one edge of which would represent for us (under the circumstances and
as long as the context permits) the will. If we look at the concept of ‘my body’ as featuring
a quality (dharma), or just quality in general, we may make a conscious effort to sort out the
various wordly discrepancies (visista) constituting the impact which maya may have on us
by means of some personal intentionality (perhaps contained in manas, in vedana, or in
the samskaras in Buddhism). While we might discover a Shankarean aspect—edge—of wi//
in such a process as that of putting various data together (my body and my body), ultimately
even those of tat tvam asi, we would in Buddhism find that empirical data are recognized and
evaluated, however, in order to put an (ultimate) stop to the process of Dependent Origination.
Moreover, setting aside the negative and neutral aspects of will taken as a secondary concept
in any ancient Indian tradition, we may, perhaps, be faced by the possibility to define (as
Simon Weightman tries) wi// in a merely positive way, as that which brings together some auton-
omously and isolatedly existing things. So, turning to the Upanishads, we will see that it
is ‘desire’ (iccha) that brings the things about (separately), and after that a certain unnamed
intentionality could bring them together.]

Another difficulty about samskaras is that their understanding from the very beginning
was confined to two oppositions: ‘energy/substance’ and ‘conscious/unconscious’. Such
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renderings of the term as ‘synergies’, or already mentioned ‘confections’ (‘concoctions’,
‘co-actions’, or, even, ‘coefficients), tried to take into account their active, dynamic character,
ignoring, both psychologically and soteriologically, their far more fundamental and universal
Inertness. That is, if looked at in the sense of a mental microstructure, they seem to be dynamic,
but if considered in the context of the whole life of an individual, they remain the main
factor preventing or impeding all radical transformations in a sentient being. There is no
dialectics here, but mere taking into consideration the fact that samskaras cannot be thought
of without objects (including ‘dharmas as objects’), subjects (individual sentient beings,
sattvas) and actions (including ‘thoughts’ understood as actions, not the other way around).
Speaking generally, one may assert, that their ‘existence’ can be detected presently or traced
in retrospect, only provided that we are precisely informed of a level on which such a work
is going to be initiated, for this work is absolutely samskaricin its character, in its intentionality.
The late R. Johansson asks: ‘Are they material?’>—and wittily answers: ‘This question is
not relevant. We know them only as conscious processes. We can study them through intro-
spection’. The methodological confusion brought about in this passage is evident, and not
less evident is its cause. For Abhidhammically speaking, they are conscious indeed, but not
in the sense of their opposition to what is not conscious, for unlike the ‘objective methodology’
of modern psychology, the Abhidhamma does not deal with what is non-conscious, because
the Abhidhamma isa ‘theory of consciousness’, and the rest simply does not existin the sense
of the Abhidhamma. Let alone the elementary fact, of course, that in the context of a modern
psychological investigation, ‘introspection’ can be treated only as an object thereof, by no
means as its method.

18 To call a dharma incomposite (asamskrta) or composite (samskrta) category, is a clear instance
of such an ambiguity, but this is very often the case. See, Satkari Mookerjee (1935, p. 249).

19 T. R. V. Murti (1980, p. 192).

20 R. E. A. Johansson (1979, pp. 30, 59).

21 See in E. Conze (1967, pp. 76-81). This tendency is very clearly shown in his recently (1979)
published autobiography.

22 For it is this law that stands as the cornerstone in any attempts to comprehend dharmas
psychologically. See, for instance, R. E. A. Johansson (1979, pp. 7-8).

23 Ibid., p. 51.

24 Would not this remind one of a sort of Kantian ‘thing for itself’ the other way around, i.e.,
as ‘a thought for itself’?

25 In his theory of ‘living systems’, G. Miller used to repeat that the expression ‘the brain
thinks’ is as meaningless as ‘the tongue speaks’. And of course, it had to be meaningless,
for he was not able to separate, at least theoretically, the conditions of his own thinking
from those to be attributed or denied to brain.

26 That is why it is so essential to name a dharma without any contential (i.e., semantic) associa-
tions, as if it were a name without ‘the named’, which, in fact, would already be a sort of
meditation. The same can be said of its translation into another language.

27 Such as, for instance, ‘flexibility of thought’ (cittamuduta, A 44).

28 It isimplied here that each kind or form of the Buddhist (as well as any other) yoga is a kind
or form of thinking.

29 In connection with this statement I would even take risk to say, that no psychology can be
learnt from the yogic psychology, for the latter quite definitely implies a certain meta-psycho-
logical transformation, wherefrom there will be no return to a ‘psyche’ as a natural (i.e.,
psychological) object.

30 And this is extremely significant methodologically, for there can be no psychology without
reification of the subject of psychical or mental phenomena. When this subject is nominal,
we cannot make an object of psychology out of his mentality.

31 Unfortunately in this formulation I cannot avoid a certain ambiguity, for theoretically (i.e.,
Abhidhammically) speaking, consciousness cannot be conscious of anything but conscious-
ness, thought and mind. This implies that either it is conscious of these, or it is conscious
of nothing. On the other hand, however, it may be conscious of objects which, technically,
are also mental but other than consciousness, thought and mind themselves. Therefore,
<the mind’ can either be an object of consciousness, or an object of mind which is an object



32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

45

NOTES 203

of consciousness; whereas ‘a tree’ would be always understood as an object in the second
sense only.

Or, as a matter of exactitude, not ‘dharma’ proper, but our approximate understanding
of it. In order to avoid any psychological ambiguity I deliberately made this ‘indication’
(instead of a ‘definition’) sound in an Abhidhammic way.

Or, speaking more exactly, we may say that this is the most general aspect of time to be deduced
from the concept of ‘rise of thought’ (cittuppada). Two other aspects are ‘psychological’ and
‘cosmological’. [They could be called, metaphysically of course, the ‘microcosmic’, ‘macro-
cosmic’ and ‘cosmic’ aspects of time in Buddhism.]

Not to speak, of course, about ‘consciousness’ in the sense of (6), i.e., as an object of ‘mind’
which is an object of the ‘consciousness’ in the sense of (2), etc.

Or, shall we say, they may have borrowed a psychological content, in which case they would
be named the mental states in distinction from the states of consciousness (about their differ-
ence see in 5.0, 5.1, 5.7).

See in André Bareau (1951, p. 23 et passim). Although later on he has preferred to translate
‘dharma’ as ‘a thing’, see Dhs.fr., p. 41 et passim.

This seems to me to be a tendency which might have begun as early as the time of the first
Abhidhammic lists, the tendency towards getting rid of content in dharmas. This tendency
is particularly clear in the Astasahasrika Prajfia paramita where any negation means that what
is negated does not exist as such, i.e., even without being negated, and that negation itself is
no more than an outer sign of this non-existence of content.

‘En effet, la cessation et son objet ne sont pas en dépendence mutuelle, et il n’y a pas entre
eux relation de cause i effet.” See A. Bareau (1951, p. 80).

‘La cessation comme ’espace, est objet de connaissance sans &tre cause de la connaissance.’
See A. Bareau (1951, pp. 82-3).

However paradoxical it might sound, but that is to what the Prajfiaparamita theory of dharmas
seems to be tantamount.

I am aware here that, speaking dogmatically, it is not possible to say ‘all dharmas’, for some
of them are unthinkable. But in this case even their ineffability may be taken as an object
of thought.

In exactly the same way as the whole sphere of ‘yogic trance’ (dhyana) could be treated as
one other factor conditioning the thinking. That is, probably, why in some of the lists of
dhammas the “five trances’ (Dhs., p. 45) are added to the 56 dhammas.

E.g., Dhs., p. 21. It figures in Cases Nos. 1-8 as MV2 (see 4.0, 4.6).

Thus the knowledge, at least if taken in its relation to thought and/or consciousness,
remains something more or less accidenta/ in the Abhidhamma. It then becomes more
understandable why the Buddhist theory of knowledge, or epistemology, came into
existence so late.

And on the strength of the inevitability of someinner ‘logical’ rules hidden in each philosoph-
ical system, dharma would then ‘partake’ of the ‘thingness’ lost by thought. This seems
to be of enormous philosophical interest and significance, and applies not only to samskrta,
but also to asamskrta dharmas, particularly when they are investigated in the aspect of their
element (dhatu). The last can be regarded with respect to dharmas, as approximating the
meaning of ‘material base’. In this very sense it is used even when referred to Nirvana in
a purely religious context where the term dhatu denotes at one and the same time both the
bodily relic of the Buddha and the material basis of Nirvana. So we read in an extremely
interesting inscription belonging to the Kushan period: ‘Of Him fully quenched this relic
(dhatu). .. with this body-relic (Sarira) possessing the material basis of Nirvana (Nirvana-
dhatu) according to Tathagata’s instruction. ..’ See H. W. Bailey (1980, pp. 21-3). The con-
cept of dharmadhatu itself might have been pertaining to the cult of relics prior to the time
(first and second centuries A.D.) when it became the central notion of a new metaphysical
theory wherein this cult found its reinterpretation. As such, the concept of dharmadhatu
served as the metaphysical link tying together the concepts of ‘sentient being’ (sattva), Nirvana,
and dharma. And this is particularly clearly expressed in the Tathagara-garbha doctrine
where dhatu figures as the (Nirvanic) essence in each sattva. See here in Essay 4 (4.2.4 and
note 31) and D. S. Ruegg (1980, p. 236).
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I would even beinclined to go so far in my meta-philosophical speculation as to suggest that
there cannot be a theory of knowledge without cosmogony, while in Buddhism we have no
more than some glimpses of cosmology.

See A. Bareau (1951, p. 122). We can go on, saying. ..’ and though not a samskrita dharma,
is an asamskrita dharma’, which would not be quite senseless, for to call Nirvana ‘a dharma’
can be seen not only as a way of saying or a philosophical mannerism, but a thing absolutely
necessary for metaphysical consistency and completeness. The same would apply to akasa.
Of course, this does not mean that we need treat karma as a phenomenon because, strictly
Buddhistically speaking, only where there are two (or more) individual streams of conscious-
ness, the karma-vasana relation could be ‘observed’. This in turn means that karma implies
not ‘thought as such’, but on the contrary, thought (or consciousness) in terms of its indi-
viduation and plurality only. As for ‘thinkability’ of karma, this question seems to be even
more complex for, as a general principle, it is thinkable, but while taken in its concrete fac-
tuality, it is not.

That is why both ripa and Nirvana are totally akarmic, i.e., absolutely neutral with respect
to karma. 1 am not touching here on other aspects of their rapprochement or of differences
between them.

Where, by the way, ‘a person’ is neither a ‘dharma’ (by definition that there is no such ‘dharma’
as ‘a person’), nor ‘thought’ (for they are juxtaposed to one another), nor even an object,
for it is there only where ‘a person’ is opposed to ‘an object’ in his personal subjectivity.

The term is here arbitrarily chosen, for it may be rather prajfa or even dhyana.

Not to confuse this with ‘direct perception’, which is totally out of question.

Here I am aware of the ‘Abhidharmic fact’ that, strictly terminologically speaking, it will
be not ‘this’, but ‘another’ thought then.

For it would always be related to something else.

I am aware that this may induce one to think that unrelatedness to thought could be seen as
something specific or, at least, allowing for a specific interpretation, but I think that ‘the
proof from the contrary’ is very seldom, if ever, used in Buddhist theorizing.

I stick here again to a purely formal and naturalistic attitude of modern Abhidhammists. See,
for instance, in Dhatu-Katha (pp. XXVII, 96).

‘Thing’ here is not an ‘object’ in the sense in which the latter has been used so far. Nor is it
used Abhidhammically, for ‘a thing’ here is not a thing in the Abhidhammic sense, but an
object of my thinking about Abhidhamma. In my trying to establish some methodological
links between the Abhidhammic approach and my own, I am stressing the distinction
of my idea of object of thinking (visaya) from that of Abhidhamma itself (vatthu).

A dharma figures in this interpretation as a state of consciousness conceived in the sense of
Buddhist philosophy in general, and irrespective of all inter-scholastic differences, while
a dhamma is here a technical term used in the context of the Pali Abhidhammic texts only.
In saying this, I am entirely aware that there are many texts in the Pali Canon where ‘dhamma’

figures in the sense of ‘dharma’. It is so, for instance, in the opening stanzas of Dhamma-

pada (I, 1.2).

‘A subject of thought’ here, i.e., in terms of a meta-philosophical approach, means that I
(or any other external observer) choose to think of a thought as attributed to someone who
might be myself or somebody else. This attribution, however, is a matter quite secondary
to the observation of thought itself.

It seems to me that the very term ‘risen’ (uppanna) might be seen or, at 1east renderable as
‘fact’ in the context of such considerations.

Lilian Silburn (1955, p. 171) is gravely mistaken when she writes that ‘taken as discontinuous
and pure, the dhammas are entirely out of reach of activity of thought’. For the dhammas
are related to both observing thinking and observed thinking and thereby, cannot be thought
of as either cognizable or non-cognizable, not being included in the system of cognition. Her
criticism of St. Shayer is futile on the two points: for one thing, the texts of Abhidhamma
(as well as her own texts) are, formally, at least, ‘the activity of thought’ aimed at grasping
the meaning of dhamma for another thing, Abhidhamma itself does not yet know the method-
ological difference between a system of objects of knowledge and a system of knowledge:
though it draws the frontier between facts and their interpretations quite clearly.



NOTES 205~

62 See above 6.2.1(1) and ref. 13.
63 Here, I am afraid, we would have to make distinction between ‘individual’ understood in

the sense of ‘subjective’, and ‘individual’ thought of (or, thinkable) as a manifestation of the-
highest objectivity. 1 think that a/ayavijfiana, even taken in its individual aspect, would need
to be understood in the latter sense.

64 Moreover, sometimes, as in Vajracchedika Prajhiaparamita, the idea of past, present and
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future time figures in connection with one and the same text (i.e., this very sitranta) spoken,
understood, heard or explained at different times.

And exactly the same we see in the ‘biography’ of any Buddha (in saying this I mean ‘all His -
existences’), where time is needed only to establish the phases in His Buddhahood. This idea
is entirely contrary to that of Husserlian phenomenology where time figures as ‘the sphere’”
for unique biographical situations, and assumes, thereby, a uniqueness of its own being.
See in Alfred Schurtz (1973, pp. 308-9).

‘Thinking, if you ask a philosopher, is something very difficult, so never ask a philosopher -
about it because he is the only man who doesn’t know what thinking is..., (C. G. Jung,
1976, p. 11). Well, we can conjecture, Jung might have known kow one or another person
was thinking, which did not make him know how one or another thinking happened, or even,
whether it happened at all. The Masters of the late Mahayanist schools did know, at least,
that two (or more) thoughts do not make the thinking, but remain as consciousness: ‘What
is called “‘consciousness’ (vijfiana) is the ‘‘continuing thought> > (Awakening of Faith, p. 49).
See in Th. Stcherbatsky (1930, pp. 389, 400).

On this one thing more is to be said. Even such a ‘linguistically minded’ philosopher as Witt- -
genstein could not avoid a kind of very strong implicit psychologism. When Ernest Gellner-
sharply (and jokingly) criticizes him for ‘an important but misplaced insight’ concerning
emotional concomitants of thought (not a quite unbuddhistic idea, by the way!), he sees this
as a part or aspect of Wittgensteinian ‘naturalization’ of a//ideas. Far more important, how-
ever, is that such naturalization cannot help assuming the form of a psychologism or even,
cannot help but become a philosophy of mind. Being ‘a simple and tired’ philosopher (!) one
cannot but admit (simply and wearily) that thought is less natural a thing than feeling, and
that a ‘mentalism’ is a necessary and unavoidable concomitant of ‘linguisticism’. To which
a Vaibhashika-Yogachara philosopher of the 7th or 8th century A.D. would have untiringly
objected, and said that the only thing that mattered was whether we dealt with thought or-
with its object (be it a feeling, a table, or a thought), and that no object could be less or more
natural than another. See E. Gellner (1979, p. 220).

‘(Consider) the samskaras as other, not as self” (. . .sarnkhare parato na ca attato), Thera and
Theril, No. 177, p. 140; Theri, tr. p. 20. ‘See the samskaras as other. ..’ (sarkhare parato . ..)
Thera and Theri1, N. 101, p. 133; Thera tr., No. 1224B (comm.) pp. 112, 292; Theri tr., pp.
13, 83.

I have already been referring elsewhere (A. Piatigorsky, 1983, pp. 176-7) to an ‘epistemolo-
gical obsession’ in the modern philosophy wherefrom any ‘immediate experience’ is excluded
as not subject to a logical or a semantical analysis. That is probably why, if it does figure,
it does so somewhere ‘between’ knowledge and belief: ‘“There may very well be cases in which
one knows that something is so without its being possible to say how one knows it. I am not
so much thinking now of claims to know facts of immediate experience...” (A. J. Ayer,
1956, p. 32). In a certain, and extremely naive way, Ayer asserts that it is a belief, not an:
immediate experience, that is one of the modes of knowledge. Or, if we rephrase it, if taken
as one of the conditions of knowledge, a belief may have implied any modus of knowledge :
whatsoever. Ayer’s epistomelogy, as well as that of his Oxonian colleagues of the post-Witt-
gensteinian period, is utterly non-modal. Dharmakirti knew, at least, that ‘belief’ is one state
of consciousness, and ‘immediate experience’ is another, and that they were so, apart from
and irrespective of, their being two different modes of knowledge.

This last statement stresses the fact that in the framework of a positivist methodology (which
has, eventually, become a world-outlook of the modern culture and a method of its self-
reflexion) thought itself is not an experience, and thinking, therefore, cannot be included
in experiencing, while knowledge can. This is so, because thinking cannot be incorporated
(as a part or an element) into any thinkable collective or cultural totality in respect to which:
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it would always be explored as ‘absolutely other’. O. Neurath wrote in his dedication to
Moritz Schlick: ‘...the Vienna Circle maintain the view that the statements... about the
reality or non-reality of the external world and other minds are of a metaphysical character. . .
they are meaningless... For us something is ‘‘real”” through being incorporated into the
total structure of experience’ (1973, p. 308). Being quite ‘external’ to and ‘other’ than (in
fact these two terms are philosophically one here) the Viennese approach, my approach tends
to fix that which belongs to culture and to externalize it as ‘mine’ and ‘non-thinking’.



A GLOSSARY OF DHARMIC TERMS

abhabba, impossibility, 3.1.1.1; 3.1.1.3.

abhibhuyya. mastering, having mastered, Tab. V, No. 46.

abhidhamma, see also abhidharma, Foreword, 1.2.1; 1.2.4; 1.2.5; 1,n.12;1.3.1.;1.3.2;
1.3.3;1.3.4;,1.3.4.1;1,n. 13;1.5.3; 1.6; 1,n. 18; 2.1.0.4.1; 3.0.2.1; 3,n. 2; 3.2.3; 3.4.1;
4,n.2;4,n.3;4.1.3;4,n.11; 4.2.0; 4.2.3; 4.3.0; 4.4.0; 4.6.0; 4,n.55; 4.7; 4.8; 4,n. 58;
5.0.1;5,n.10;5.1.1; 5.1.3; 5.2; 5.3.0; 5.3.1; 5, n. 16; 5, n. 17; 5.3.6; 5.3.7.3; 6 (passim).

abhidharma, see also abhidhamma,; Foreword; 4.2.1; 4.6; 5, n. 20; 6 (passim).

abhijjha, covetousness, Tab. IV, No. 145, A 70, etc.

abhijiid, see also abhifiiid,; further or higher knowledge, 2.2.3.

abhiniro pana, ‘application (of mind’), Tab. VI, No. 1, A6, etc.

abhinivesa, inclination; Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64.

abhiffia, see also abhijfia; ‘further’ (or ‘special’) knowledge, higher knowledge, 2.2.3;
Tab.V (passim); 5.4.2.

abhippasada, ‘assurance’, ‘reliance’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 11, etc.

abhisamecca, ‘having realized’, 2.1.1.2.

abyakata, indefinite, indeterminate, 3.3.2.4;4, n. 55; 5.0.2; 5.0.3; Tab. IV; Tab. VI; 5.1.2.

abyapada, ‘non-maliciousness’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 32, etc.

acald bhami, 4.2.4.1.

acintya, unthinkable, 2.2.5; Tab. V; 5.7.4.3; 6.0.6.11; 6.5.

adandhanata, ‘non-sluggishness’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 41, etc.

adassana, ‘not seeing’, ‘blindness’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 71.

adharma, as a Jaina category of ‘static’; 5, n. 26.

ddhipateyya, domination, dominated, Tab. V, No. 111; 5.1.3.

adittha, unseen, Tab. VI, No.119, A 59.

adosa, non-hatred, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 32, etc.

adukkhamasukha, ‘neither suffering nor pleasure’, Tab. V, No. 12; Tab. VI, No. 5, A 2a,
etc.

adussand, ‘non-hating’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 32, etc.

adussitatta, ‘(state of) not feeling hatred’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 32, etc.

advaita, non-dual, 1.3.4.2.

advaita-vedanta, 1.3.4.2.

advaya, non-dual, 1.3.4.2.

dhara, nutrition, Tab. V, No. 138.

ahirika, shameless, Tab. VI, No. 145, A74.

ahirikabala, ‘power of shamelessness’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 68, etc.

ajimhata, ‘undeflectedness’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 49, etc.

ajiva, also as a Jaina category: ‘non-soul’; 5, n. 26.

djiva, mode of life, way of living, livelihood, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 62, etc.

djivaka, 3.0.4.

ajjhatta, individuality, subjectivity, 2, n. 27; 2.4.5; Tab. V (passim); 5, n. 17.

akakkhalata, ‘non-rigidity’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 43, etc.

akarana, ‘unmade’, ‘unaffected’, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 60, etc.

akasa, space, Tab. V, No. 107; 6, n. 47.

akathinata, ‘non-stiffness’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 43, etc.

akificafifia, (in comp.) nothing, Tab. V, No. 109.

akiriyd, ‘(leaving) undone’, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 60, etc.

207
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akusala, unwholesome, 4.1.3; Tab. IV; Tab. V (passim); Tab. VI, No. 1, A29, etc.;
5.1.1;5.2; 5.7.4.2.

akutilata, ‘untwistedness’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 49, etc.

alakkhana, see also alaksana; ‘signless’, 6.13.

alaksana, see also alakkhana; ‘signless’, ‘non-marked’, ‘devoid of signs’, 1.3.4.1.

alambana, see also arammana, object, 6.2.3.

alayavijiiana, stored consciousness, 1.2.6.2; 6.14.1; 6, n. 63.

alobha, ‘disinterestedness’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 31, etc.

alubhana, ‘(state of) not being greedy’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 31, etc.

alubhitatta, ‘(state of) not feeling greed’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 31, etc.

amanasikara, mindless, Tab. V, No. 107.

amanussa, non-human, 2, n. 13.

amata, immortality, 3.1.1.3.

amodana, ‘delight’, ‘rejoicing’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A8, etc.

amoha, ‘non-delusion’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

anabhijjha, ‘non-covetousness’, Tab. VI, No. 1. A 31, etc.

anabhisamaya, ‘non-realization’, ‘un-comprehension’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A71.

anajjhapatti, ‘not incurring guilt’, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 60, etc.

anarica, limitless, Tab. V, No. 107.

anafifiata, unknown, unrecognized, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 59.

anafinatanniassamitindriya, ‘the faculty (of those who) say: “I shall know the unknown”’,.
Tab. VI, No. 119, A 59.

anantarika samadhi, uninterrupted concentration of thought, 3.1.1.3.

ananubodha, ‘not enlightened’, ‘non-understanding’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A71.

andsava, ‘free of influxes’, 3.3.4.

anatikkama, ‘not trespassing’, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 60.

anatta, selfless(-ness), principle of selflessness, ‘absence of self’, Foreword; 1.1; 1.2.2;
1.2.4; 3.0.1; 4.5; 6.6.

anattamanatd, ‘mental depression’, Tab. VI, No. 153, A 78, etc.

anavasesa, without remainder, with nothing left, Tab. V, No. 143.

anekamsaggaha, “‘uncertainty’, ‘indecision’, Tab. VI, No. 155, A 80.

arnga, member, component, constituent, 4.7; Tab. VI, No. 119, A 62, etc.

anicca, impermanence, 1.3.3.

anidassana, ‘un-apposite’, 5, n. 24.

anikkhitta, ‘unabated’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

aiifid, recognition, 2.2.3: sign (of recognition), 4.4.6.

afifiana, nescience, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 71.

arifiindriya, faculty of recognition, Tab. VI, No. 144, A 63.

anottappa, remorseless, Tab. VI, No. 145, A75.

anottappabeala, power of remorselessness, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 69, etc.

anubhava, (supernatural) might, power, 1.2.6.3; 4.4.5.

anupalambha, ineffable, 6.0.6.11.

anupassand, observation, 2.1.1.4.

anupekkhanata, ‘fixation’, ‘stabilization’ of thought, Tab. VI, No. 1, A7, etc.

anussati, ‘remembering’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 13, etc.

anuvicara, ‘application of reflexion’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A7, etc.

apa, water, ;Tab. V, No. 45.

apacayagamin, undoing, unmaking, Tab. V, No. 119.

apaccakkhakamma, ‘inability to demonstrate’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 71.

apaccavekkhana, ‘non-consideration’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 71.
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apariyogdhand, ‘inability to compare’(?), ‘non-penetration’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A71;
‘lack of grasp’ (?), No. 155, A80.

apatta, unattained, unobtained, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 59.

apilapanata, ‘deep penetration’ (by memory), Tab. VI, No. 1, A 13, etc.

appamada, undistractedness, 3.1.1.3.

appamana, immeasurable, Tab. V (passim); 5.3.4.

appand, ‘fixation’ or ‘direction’ (of mind), Tab. VI, No. 1, A6, etc.

appanihita, aimless, Tab. V, No. 131.

appaparifia, one with little wisdom, 2, n. 16..

appatigha, ‘unobstructive’, 5, n. 24.

appativedha, ‘non-penetration’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A71.

aprameya, immeasurable, 2.4.2.

arammana, see also alambana; object, 2, n. 25; 4.1.1; 5.0.2; Tab. V (passim); 6.1.0;
6.2.3; 6.15.

arati, abstaining, abstinence, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 60.

arhat (arahant), 2.1.1.4; 2.2.4; 2, n. 20; 3.3.1.2; 3.3.3.5; 3.3.4; 4.4.4.

ariya, noble, Tab. V, No. 11.

ariipa, formless, 2.1.2.3; 2, n.15; 5, n. 26.

aripa-dhatu, formless element, formless existence, 4.4.1.

ariipavacara, sphere of formlessness, Tab. IV; Tab. V, No. 168.

aripin, formless, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 18, etc.; 5.7.4.2; 5, n. 26.

aryapudgala, noble person, 4.4.0.

asacchikata, ‘unrealized’ (‘not seen with one’s own eyes’), Tab. VI, N. 119, A 59.

asagahana, ‘non-grasping’, Tab. VI, No. 145, 71.

asamapekkhana, ‘(being) unobservant’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A71.

asambodha, ‘unawakened’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 71.

asamkheyya, see also asamkhyeya; incalculable, 2.4.2.

asamkhyeya, see also asamkheyya, incalculable, 4.2.4.2.

asammussanatd, ‘unforgetfulness’, Tab. V1, No. 1, A 13, etc.

asampajafifia, ‘unawareness’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A71.

asamskrta, see also asarkhata,; 1.3.4.1; unconditioned, 1.5.4; 5.7.4.1; 6, n. 17; 6.2.3;
6,n.45; 6,n. 47; 6.11.3. uncreated, incomposite, 1, n. 19.

asamskrta dharma, see also asankhata dhamma; unconditioned dharma, 1.1; 6.2.2; 6.9

asarkhata, see also asamskrta,; unconditioned, incomposite, 1, n. 19.

asarikhata dhamma, see also asamskrta dharma; unconditioned dharma, 5.7.4.2.

asankhata-dhatu, ‘element of the incomposite’, 5, nn. 23, 24; 5.7.4.3.

asafifid, non-notion, non-perception, Tab. V, No. 107.

asappana, ‘evasion’, ‘fear’, Tab. VI, No. 155, A 80.

asara, essenceless, 2, n. 14; 2, n. 29; ‘non-entity’, 4, n. 53.

asaraga, ‘not infatuated’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 31, etc.

asarajjana, ‘(state of) not being infatuated’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 31, etc.

asarajjitatta, ‘(state of) not feeling infatuation’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 31, etc.

asdta, unease, disagreeable, uneasy, Tab, VI, No. 153, A 2P, etc.

asava, influx, 3.3.1.2.

asithila, ‘unfaltering’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

asuropa, ‘abruptness’, Tab. VI, No. 153, A 78, etc.

asvabhavika, “unnatural’, ‘natureless’, 4.3.2.

atman, see also atta, self, 1.2.2; 3.0.8.

atta, see also atman, self, 1.2.2; 1.8; 2.1.0.2; 3.0.1; 4, n. 53.

attamanatd, “‘uprisedness’, ‘exultation’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A8, etc.
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attato, ‘as oneself’, 6, n. 69.

attha, meaning, 3.0.1.

atthangama, disappearing, gone, Tab. V, No. 12.

atthika, skeleton, Tab. V, No. 106.

avacara, sphere, plane, 2.1.0.4.2; 5.0.1; 5.2; 5, n. 11.

avankata, ‘uncrookedness’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 49, etc.

avarthiti, steadfastness, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 10, etc.

avera, ‘non-hatred’, Tab. II.

avicaram, ‘without reflexion’, Tab. V (passim).

avidita, unknown, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 59.

avidya, ignorance, 4, n. 52; 6, n. 17; 6.0.6.11.

avijja, see also avidya, ignorance, Tab. V, No. 144; Tab. VI, No. 145, A71, etc.
avijjalarnga, ‘snares of ignorance’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A71.

avijjanusaya, ‘tendency towards ignorance’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A71.
avijjapariyutthana, ‘obsession with ignorance’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A71.
avijjayoga, ‘yoke of ignorance’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A71.

avijjogha, ‘flood of ignorance’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A71.

avikkhepa, unperturbedness, unperplexity, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 10, etc.
avisahara, undistractedness, unperturbedness, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 10, etc.
avisahatamanasata, ‘undisturbed-minded-ness’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 10, etc.
avitakkam, ‘without reasoning’, Tab. V (passim).

avitthanatd, ‘non-inertness’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 41, etc.

avii pasama, ‘lack of calmness’, ‘agitation’, Tab. VI, No. 156, A 81.
avyapajja, ‘harmless’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 32, etc.

ayatana, basis (for concentration), 4, n. 18; Tab. V, No. 107; 6.0.6. 9

bags, see also vasana; ‘karmic fragrance’, ‘will’, 6.15.

bahiddha, external, Tab. V, No. 46.

bala, force, strength, Tab. V, No. 138; Tab. VI, No. 1, A 10, et passim.
balya, ‘childishness’, Tab. V], No. 145, A 71.

bar-do (also bardo), intermediate period (or state), 4, n. 46; 4, n. 51.
bar-do-ba, ‘one between death and the next rebirth’, 4.3.3.2;4,n. 51.
bha, splendour, luminosity, Tab. V.

bhantatta, turmoil, confusion, Tab. VI, No. 156, A 81.

bhava, becoming, existence, state of existence, 2, n. 14; 3.1.1.3; 6.0.6.9.
bhavagata, way of existence, 2, n. 14.

bhavana, ‘application’ ‘(visual) meditation’, 6.2.0.

bhavanga-citta, ‘thought-factor of existence’, 4.7; 4, n. 56; 4.8..
bhavati, ‘he becomes’, 6.15.

bhaveti, ‘he cultivates’, Tab. V, No. 9 er passim.

bhavitatta, training, experiencing, Tab. V.

bhaya, fear, 2, n. 27; 6.15.

bhikkhu, almsman, 3.3.1.2; 3.3.1.4; 3.3.2; 3.3.2.4; 3.3.3.2; 3.3.3.6; 4.4.6.
bhikkhuni, nun, 4.4.6.

bhokty, experiencer, 2.5.

bhami, stage, phase, 4.2.4.1; Tab. V, No. 119; 5.1.3.

bhiri, ‘breadth (of wisdom)’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

bhita, being, spirit, ghost, 2.1.2.2; 2, n. 12; 2, n. 13; 2.5; 2, n. 31.
bhitapati, lord of beings, 2, n. 12.

bija, seed, 2.4.2; 3.1.1.1.
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bodhi, awakening, 4, n. 42.

bodhicitta, thought of awakening, 4.2.0; 4.2.1; 4, n. 18; 4.2.2; 4.2.3.1; 4.2.3.2; 4.2.3.3;.
4,n.27;4.23.4;4,n.29;424.1;4.24.2;4.8.

bodhicittotpada, rise of thought of awakening, 4.2.3; 4, n. 27; 4.2.3.3;4.2.3.4.

bodhisattva, being of awakening, 4.2.1; 4.2.2; 4.2.3; 4.2.3.2; 4.2.3.4; 4.2.4.1; 4.2.4.2;
4,n.31;4.n.37;4.3.3.1;4.3.3.3;4.4.5; 4.5; 4.8.

bodhisattvabhiimi, stage of bodhisattvahood, 4.2.2.

bojjhanga, component of awakening, Tab. V.

brahman, Self, 2.1.0.2; 3.0.2.2; brahman, 2.3.3; 3,n. 8; 3, n. 9.

bsam-pa, see also sems; thought, 4, n. 21.

bskal-bzang, blessed period (of time), 4.3.3.1.

buddha, 1.7; 2.1.1.0; 2.2.1.0; 2.4.0; 2.4.2; 3.1.0; 3.1.1; 3.1.1.1; 3.1.1.3; 3.1.2; 3, n. 7;
3.3.2.1; 3.3.2.3; 3.3.2.4; 3.3.2.6; 3,n. 16; 3.3.2.2; 3.3.3.5; 3.3.4; 3.4.2; 4.2.3.4; 4.24.1:.
4.2.4.2;4,n.37;4.3.3.1;4.4.4;4.4.5;4.4.6;4.4.6.1;4.5;4.8;5.3.7.3; 6.0.6.3.

buddhi, idea, awareness, 6.15.

byang-chub-tu sems, see bodhicitta; 4, n. 23.

byapada, maliciousness, Tab. VI, No. 153, A79.

byapajjana, ‘causing harm’, Tab. VI, No. 153, A 78, etc.

byapajjitatta, ‘harmful(ness)’, Tab. VI, No. 153, A 78, etc.

byapatti, ‘maliciousness’, Tab. VI, No. 153, A 78, etc.

cakkhudhatu, ‘element of sight’, 4.8.

cakkhuviiifiana, ‘eye (or sight-)-consciousness’, Tab. III; Tab. V, No. 157.

cakkhuvifiianadhatu, ‘element of eye-consciousness’, Tab. VI, No. 157, A 2¢, etc.; 5.1.2..

candikka, ‘churlishness’, Tab. VI, No. 153, A 78, etc.

cara, procedure, process, Tab. VI, No. 1, A7, etc.

catur, four, Tab VI, No. 119, A 60.

catuttha, fourth, Tab. V. (passim).

cetand, intentionality, intention (of thought), 3.3.1.2; 3.3.2.4; will, volition, Tab. V; Tab..
VI, No. 1, A4, etc.

cetas, psyche, 1.2.6.1; 3.1.1.3; 4, n. 11: the psychical, Tab. VI, No. 1, A2, etc.; 5.1.3.

cetasika, psychic, 2, n. 8; 4, n. 2; Tab. VI, No. 1, A2, etc.

cetayitta, ‘(being) intended’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A4, etc.

chanda, intention, desire, Tab. V, No. 111.

chandata, desire, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

cinta, thinking, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

cintitva, ‘having thought’, ‘(was) thinking’, 3.3.2.4.

cintya, ‘thinkable’, 6.0.6.11.

citkarma, ‘conscious karma’, ‘karma of thought’, 5.2; 5.3.7.3.

citta, thought, Foreword; 1.2.2; 1.2.6.1; 1, n. 12; 2.0.1; 2. n. 11; 2, n. 18; 3.0.1; 3.0.3;
3,n.5:3.3.24;4.1.0;4.n.2;4.n.11;4,n.15;4.2.0;4,n. 18; 4, n. 20 (‘sentientness’) ;.
4.2.3.2;4.4.0; 4.8; 5.0.1; 5.0.3; Tab. III; Tab. IV; Tab. V (passim); 5, n. 6; Tab. VI,
No. 1, A5, etc.; 5.1.0; 5.1.2; 5.1.3; Tab. IX; 5.3.3; 5.3.4; 5.6.1; 5.7.2; 5.7.3; 5, n. 27;.
6.0.1-2; 6, n. 3; 6.1.1; 6.1.3; 6.3; 6.5; 6.10; 6.12.3; 6.15.

cittakammariiiata, ‘workability of thought’, ;Tab. VI, No. 1, A 46, etc.

cittalahutd, lightness of thought, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 42, etc.; 6.1.4

cittamatra, ‘thought only’, 1.3.4.1.

cittamuduta, ‘fiexibility of thought’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 44, etc.; 6, n. 27.

cittapagunrniata, ‘fitness (or good quality) of thought’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A48, etc..

cittapassaddhi, ‘composedness of thought’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 40, etc.



2212 BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY OF THOUGHT

cittasantana, continuum (or stream) of thought, 2.4.3; 4.1.3; 5.3.0.2; 5.7.4.5.

-cittassekagata, ‘one-directedness of thought’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 10, etc.

cittavrtti, “fluctuation of thought’, 6.15.

-cittotpada, see also cittuppada; rise of thought, 3.1.1.1; 4.2.3.

-cittujukata, ‘straightness of thought’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 50, etc.

cittuppada, see also cittotpada; rise of thought, Foreword; 1.5.3; 3.1.1.1; 4.1.0; 4, n. 11;
5.0.1; 5.3.7.3; 6.1.0; 6.2.1.

-dandha, slow, Tab. V. (passim).
darsana, sight, vision, system, 6, n. 17; 6.0.6.10.

-dassana, sight (space of sight), vision, Tab. V.

deva, god, deity, 2, n. 13.

-dhamma, see also dharma; the Buddhist teaching, 1.6; 3.1.0; 3.1.1; 3.1.1.3; state of
consciousness, 2, n. 7; 3.1.1.1; 3, n. 8; Tab. II; 4, n. 2; 4.1.3; 4, n. 55; 4, n. 58; Tab. V
(passim); Tab. VI, No. 1, A 18, etc.; 5.1.1; 5.1.2; 6 (passim).

-dhammarammana, ‘dharma-object’, 5.1.2; 6.0.5.

dhammavicaya, ‘investigation (or ‘search’) of Dharma’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

dharanata, ‘mindfulness’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 13, etc.

- dharata, ‘endurance’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

. dharma, phenomenological unit, factor, Foreword; state of consciousness, Foreword;
1.1; 1.2.4; 1.2.5; 1.2.6.1; 1, n. 12; 1.3.4.1; 2, n. 7; 2.1.0.4.2; 2.1.1.0; 2, n. 26; 3.2.0;
Tab. II; 3.2.3; 3.3.1.1; 4.2.1; 4.4.0; 4, n. 52; 4.4.6.3; 4.6.1; 4, n. 55; 4.8; 5.0.1; 5.0.2;
5.0.3; 5, n. 6; 5, n. 8; 5.1.0; 5.1.1; 5.1.2; 5.1.3; 5.2; 5, n. 12; 5.3.0; 5.3.0.1; 5.3.2;
Tab. IX; 5.3.3; 5.3.4; 5.3.7; Tab. X; 5.3.7.1; 5.3.7.2; 5.3.7.3; 5.4.1; 5.5; 5.6.1; 5.6.2;
5.7 (passim); 6 (passim); the Teaching, Buddha-Consciousness (Dharma), 1.7; 3.0.5;
3.3.5; 6.0.6.3: as a Jaina category, 2, n. 18; 3.0.5; 5, n. 26.

-dharmadhatu, 4.8; 6, n. 45.

dharmadhatu-kaya, body made of the dharma elements, 4, n. 31.

. dharmamdtra, ‘dharmas only’, 6.11.1.

dharma-megha, 4.2.4.1.

-dharmaparyaya, discourse on Dharma, exposition of Dharma, 6.14.2.

- dharmata, ‘dharma-ness’, 4.8; 5.7.4.0; 6, n. 17; 6.11.2.

dharmavada, theory of dharmas, 5.7.4.0; 6.0.6.6; 6.0.6.8; 6.0.6.10-11.

. dhatu, plane, sphere or element of existence, 2.1.0.4.3; 4, n. 18; 4,8; 4, n. 58; Tab. V;
5, n. 6; Tab. VI, No. 1, A2, et passim; 5.2; 5.7.0; 5.7.4.1; 6,n. 45.

dhira, stable, 3.1.1.1.

~dhiti, firmness, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

~dhurasampaggaha, ‘strong grip of the burden’, Tab VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

dhyana, see also jhana, trance, absorption, 5.1.3; 6, n. 42; 6, n. 51; 6.15.

ditthadhamma, ‘seen dharma’, ‘present dharma’, 4, n. 55; Tab. V, No. 229; 5.3.7.

-ditthi, view, Tab. V; Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64, etc.

ditthigahana, ‘thicket (or ‘tangle’) of views’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64.

- ditthigata, ‘(all) views and opinions’, Tab. V; Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64, etc.

ditthikantara, ‘wilderness of views’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64.

. ditthisarfiojana, ‘fetters of views’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64.

ditthivipphandita, ‘scuffle of views’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64.
ditthivisiikayika, ‘distortion of views’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64.

domanassa, mental sorrow, Tab. V, Nos. 12, 153; 5.6.3.

-domanassindriya, ‘faculty of mental sorrow’, Tab. VI, No. 153, A77; 5.6.3.

.dosa, hatred, Tab. VI, No. 153, A 78, etc.; 5.7.4.2.
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dran-pa, memory, remembering, memorization, recollection, 4, n. 46; 4.3.3.4;4,n. 52.
dubbanna ugly, Tab. V, No. 65.

duccarita, misbehaviour, deviation, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 60, etc.
duhkha, see also dukkha; suffering, 6.11.2.

dukkha, suffering, 1.2.5; Tab. V; Tab. VI, No. 5, A2i, etc.
dukkhasamudayanirodha, stopping the production of suffering, 1, n. 5.
dukkhindriya, faculty of suffering, Tab. VI, No. 222, A 83.
dummajjha, ‘stupidity’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A71.

dussana, ‘hating’, Tab. VI, No. 153, A 78, etc.

dussin, ‘one who is seeing’, 2.4.2

dussitatta, ‘feeling hatred’, Tab. VI, No. 153, A 78, etc.

dutiya, second, Tab. V (passim).

dvedhapatha, ‘standing at the crossroads’, Tab. VI, No. 155, A 80.
dvelhaka, ‘being ambiguous’, Tab. VI, No. 155, 80.

ekabijin, ‘single-seeder’, 2, n. 26..
ekodibhava, fixation of mentality, Tab. V, No. 10.

gabbha, womb, 2, n. 16.

gabbhaseyya, womb, 2.2.1.0.

gaha, grasping, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64.

gati, course, direction, mode, 2.1.0.4.3; 5.2.

ghanavififiana, ‘smell-consciousness’, Tab. III; Tab. V, No. 159.

ghanavirifianadhatu, ‘element of smell-consciousness’, Tab. VI, No. 159, A 2¢ etc.; 5.1.2.
grong-‘jug, transference, 4.3.3.2.

guna, tendency, property, 2.5.

hadaya, heart, Tab. VI, No. 1, A5, etc.

hasa, ‘mirth’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A8, etc.
hatavikkhittaka, mutilated (corpse), Tab. V, No. 106.
hina, inferior, little, Tab. V, No. 111.

Hiri, shame, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 37, etc.

hiribala, power of shame, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 29, etc.
hiriyati, ‘he is ashamed’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 29, etc.
hoti, ‘he is’, 6.15.

iccha, wish, desire, 6, n. 17.

iddhi, supernatural power, 4, n. 37; Tab. V, No. 138.

indriya, faculty, Tab. V, No. 138; Tab. IV, No. 1, A5, et passim; 6.0.6.9.
iriyana, ‘moving on’, ‘progression’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 18, etc.

-ja, born of, Tab. V (passim); Tab. VI, No. 1, A2, etc.

janami, ‘I know’, Tab. V, No. 46; 5.3.7.

Jjhana, see also dhyana; trance, Tab. III; Tab. IV; Tab. V (passim); 5.1.3; 5.2; 5.3.3;
5.3.4;5.3.5;5.3.6;5.3.7.1;5.4.1;5.5; 5,n. 22; 5.6.1; 6.0.6.4.

Jiva, also as a Jaina category; soul, 2, n. 12; 2.4.0; 2, n. 29; 3.0.4; 4.3.0; 5, n. 26.

Jjivita, ‘living’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 18, etc.

Jivitindriya, faculty of living, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 18, etc.

Jivhavififianadhatu, ‘element of taste-consciousness’, Tab. VI, No. 160, A 2, etc.
Jjriana, knowledge, 2.5.
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kala, time, 4, n. 27.

kalpa, period of time, 1.2.6.3; 4.2.4.1.

kama, sensuality, the sensuous, Tab. V (passim); 5.3.6.

kamavacara, sensuous sphere (or plane), 4.1.3; 5.0.2; 5.0.3; Tab. IV; Tab.V (passzm)

kamma, see also karma; action, 2, n. 11; 2.2.1.1; 3.1.1.3; 4, n. 2; 4.1.3; 5.0.2; Tab. IV;
Tab. V (passim).

kammariiiabhava, ‘being workable’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 45, etc.

kammaririata, ‘workability’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 45, etc.

kammariiatta, ‘workability’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 45.

kankha, doubt, Tab. VI, No. 155, A 80.

kankhayana, doubting, Tab. VI, No. 155, A 80.

karnkhayitatta, dubiety Tab. VI, No. 155, A 80.

karma, see also kamma; action, 1.2.5; 2, n. 8; 2.2.1.1; 3.1.1.2; 3.1.1.3: 322 4,n. 2;
4.1.3;4,n.40;4,n.43;4.4.1;4.4.6;4,n.52;4.4.7;4,n. 53;4.6.1;5.2;5.7.4.2;5.7.4.3;
6.5; 6, n. 48; 6, n. 49; 6.10; 6.11.2; 6.15.

karma-pa (or karmapa), name of a sect, ‘possessor of karma’, 4.3.3.0; 4, n. 43; 4.3.3.1;
4.3.3.2; 4, n. 46; 4.3.3.3; 4, n. 47; 4.3.3.4; 4,n. 48; 4.4.7.

karunda, compassion, 4, n. 18; 4.2.3.1.

kasina, object or aid for meditation, device, Tab. V (passim); 5.3.4; 5.5.

katta, done, made, wrought, Tab. V, No. 157.

kaya, body, Tab. V; Tab. VI, No. 119, A 61, etc.

kayaduccarita, ‘misbehaviour (or ‘deviation’) of body’, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 61.

kayakammariiata, ‘workability’, ‘operability of body’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 45, etc.

kayalahuta, lightness of body, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 41, etc.

kayamuduta, “flexibility of body’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 43, etc.

kayapaguiriata, ‘fitness (or good quality) of body’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A47, etc.

kayapassaddhi, ‘composedness of body’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 39, etc.

kayaviiriana, ‘body-consciousness’, Tab. III; Tab. V, No. 161.

kayaviiifianadhatu, ‘element of body-consciousness’, Tab. VI, No. 161, A 28, etc.

kayika, bodily, Tab. VI, No. 161, A 28, etc.

kayujukata, ‘straightness of body’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 49, etc.

khana, see also ksana; moment, 2.4.6.

khandha, see also skandha; individual aggregate or formation of dharmas, 2, n. 26; Tab.
V; 5,n. 6;57.0; 5, n. 23; 5.7.4.1.

khanika, momentary, 5.3.0.2.

khippa, quick, Tab. V (passim).

kiriya, action, Tab. V, No. 225.

kosalla, ‘proficiency’, Tab. V1, No. 1, A 15, etc.

koti, ‘epistemological position’, 4, n. 34.

kr, to do, to make, 3, n. 6.

ksana, see also khana; moment, 5, n. 20.

ksetra, field, 2.5.

ksetrajiia, ‘knower of field’, 2.5.

kummagga, erroneous way, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64.

kusala, wholesome, 5.0.2; Tab. IV; Tab. V (passim); Tab. VI, No. 1, A31, etc.; 5.1.1;
5.6.1; 5.6.2.

lahuparinamata, ‘(capacity of) easy transformation’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 41, etc.
lahuta, lightness, Tab. VI, No. 1, A41, etc.
lakkhana, see laksana.
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laksana, see also lakkhana,; mark, sign, 1.2.3; 1.3.4.1; feature, symptom, 1.2.5; 2.0.1.
lama, 4,n. 51.

las-can, see also karmapa; ‘possessor of karma’, 4.3.3.1.

lobha, greed, Tab. VI, No. 145, A70.

lohita, red. Tab. V, No. 89.

lohitaka, red (corpse), Tab. V, No. 106.

loka, world, 2.1.1.3.

lokuttara, ‘supramundane sphere’, Tab. IV; Tab. V; 5.1.1.

lubbhana, ‘greediness’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 70.

lubbhitatta, “feeling greed’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 70.

maddavata, mildness, softness, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 43, etc.

madhyamika, 1.3.4.2.

ma-dran/ pa, ‘non-memory’, 4, n. 52.

magga, see also marga,; way, Tab. V (passim); Tab. VI, No. 119, A63, etc.

magganga, ‘component of the way’, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 63, etc.

mahapurisa see also mahapurusa, Great Person, 3.1.2; 4.4.0.

mahapurusa, see also mahapurisa; Great Person, 3.0.8; 4.2.3.2.

mahadyana, 1.3.4; 1.3.5; 4.2.3;4.2.4.1; 4. n. 37.

majjhima, middle, medium, Tab. V, No. 144.

mama putta, ‘my son’, 3.3.2.3.

mana, conceit, pride, Tab. V.

manas, mind, mentality, Foreword; 1.2.5; 1.2.6.1; 2, n. 18; 3.0.1; 3.0.9; 3, n. 5; Tab. II;
3.3.2.5;4,n. 11; 4.3.0; 4.3.3.0; 4.4.1; 4.8; Tab. VI, No. 1, ASetc.; 5.1.3; 5.3.3; 5.7.2;
5.7.3; 6.0.3-4; 6,n. 17; 6.1.3; 6.15.

manasa, ‘the mental’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A5, etc.

mandyatana, basis of mind, Tab. VI, No. 1, A5, etc.

manindriya, faculty of mind, 1.2.6.1; 2.1.0.4.1; Tab. VI, No. 1, A 5, etc.; 5.1.2.

mano, see manas.

manodhatu, ‘element of mind’, 4.8; 5.0.2;5.0.3; Tab. III; Tab. V; Tab. VI, No. 162, A 2h,
etc.; 5.3.3.

manomaya, mind-made, 1.2.5.

manomaya-kdya, mind-made body, 4, n. 31.

manovilekha, ‘mental perturbation’, Tab. VI, No. 155, A 80.

manovififianadhatu, 3.0.2.1; ‘element of mind-consciousness’, 4.8; Tab. III, Tab. V; Tab.
VI, No. 1, AS, etc.; 5.3.3.

manusiyapaja, humankind, genus humanum, 2.1.2.2; 3.1.1

madrana, death, (also ‘causing death’), 3.3.1.2.

ma-rig-pa, ignorance, 4, n. 52.

matika, tabulated or numerical expression, 5.3.0; 6.15.

matta, only, as far as, 6.1.1.

maya, ‘illusion’, 6, n. 17.

medha, sagacity, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

mettd, compassion, 2.1.1.3.

miccha, wrong, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 62, etc.; 5.3.0.1.

micchagjiva, wrong mode of life (or ‘livelihood’) Tab. VI, No. 119, A 62, etc.

micchaditthi, wrong views, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64, etc.; 5.7.4.3.

micchapatha, wrong path, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64.

micchasamadhi, wrong concentration, Tab. VI, A No. 145, 10b,

micchdsankappa, wrong construing, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 6P,

15*
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micchasta, wrongness, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64.
micchavayama, wrong endeavour, Tab. VI, No. 145, AIZ"
moha, delusion, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 71, etc. :
muduta, ‘flexibility’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 43, etc.

miila, root, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 31, etc.

muni, 2.4.0.

na, not. .., Tab. VI, No. 5, A 22 et passim.

na nandati na socati, ‘he does not feel joy and sorrow’, 2.2.1.1.

ndma, name, 4, n. 11; 6.0.6.9. ‘

nama-ripa, 1.8; 2.3.1; name-form, 2.4.3.

fiana, see also jhdna,; knowledge, Tab. V (passim).

nand, various, of all kinds, Tab. V; 5.6.2; 6.3.

nandana, joy, 2.2.1.1.

ne pufifia, expertise, skill, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

neva...na..., ‘neither...nor...’, Tab. IV; Tab. VI, No. 5, A 22 et passim.

neva kusala nakusala, ‘neither wholesome nor unwholesome’, Tab. IV.

nibbana, see also nirvana,; 3.1.1.3.

nikaya, collection of suttas, 1.3.4.

nikkama, exercise, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

nimitta, mark, sign, 2.0.1; object, 2, n. 25.

nimitta, ‘constructed’, ‘artificial’, 4, n. 37.

nila, dark blue, Tab. V, No. 88.

nirmana, ‘construction’, 4, n. 37.

nirmana-kaya, ‘body of transformation’, 4.3.3.3.

nirupadhi, unconditioned, 2.2.1.1.

nirvanpa (also as Nirvana), 1.1; 1.3.4.1; 2.2.4; 2.4.2; 3.04; 3.1.0; 3.1.1.1; 4,n. 2; 4.2.4.1;
4,n.47;4,n. 55;4.8;5.1.1; 5.3.0.1; 5.5; 5.7.4.1; 5,n 27;6.2.2;6,n.45; 6.5; 6, n. 47;
6, n. 49; 6.10.

nirvapa-dhatu, ‘element of Nirvana’, 4.8; 6, n. 45.

niyata, determined, 4.2.4.1.

niyyanika, leading out, Tab. V, No. 119.

odagya, ‘elation’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A8, etc.

odata, white, Tab. V, No. 89.

okappana, confidence, trust, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 11, etc.
ottappa, remorse, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 38, etc.

ottappabala, ‘power of remorse’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 30, etc.
ottappati, ‘he feels remorse of’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 30, etc.

pacceka-buddha, 4.8.

paccupalakkhana, differentiation, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.
pada, ‘state’, ‘position’, 3.1.1.3.

pada, ‘course’, Tab. V.

padhana, exertion, effort, Tab. V.

paduttha, corrupt(ed), 3.3.2.4.

paggaha, ‘grasp’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A S5, etc.

pagunabhava, ‘(being of) good quality’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A47, etc.
pagunatta, ‘good quality’, Tab. V1, No. 1, A 47, etc.

paguiifiatd, ‘good quality’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A47, etc.
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pahdna, giving up, abandoning, Tab. V, No. 119.

pahasa, ‘merriment’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A8, etc.

paja, progeny, 2.3.4.

pajanand, understanding, Tab VI; No. 1, A 15 etc.

pakati, see prakrti; 4, n. 56.

palana, ‘keeping’, ‘conservation’, Tab. VI No 1 A 18, etc.

pamdda, distraction, 3.1.1.3. .

pamodana, ‘delightfulness’, Tab. VI, No 1, A 8 etc.

pamoha, ‘utter delusion’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A71.

pamojja, ‘delightful’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A8, etc.

pana, life, animate being, animal, 2, n. 12.

panabhiita, animate being, 2.1.2.2,

panaka, small(est) animate being, 3.3.2.4.

paficama, fifth, Tab. V (passim).

pandara, ‘clear‘(?), Tab. VI, No. 1, AS, etc.. .

pandicca, ‘erudition’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A'15, etc.

panita, perfect, excellent, Tab. V; 5.1.3.

pafina, see also prajiia; knowledge, ‘re-knowledge’, wisdom, 2.2.3; 3.1.1.3; Tab. VI, No. l
A15, etc.; 5.1.1.

pariia abhasa ‘lustre of wisdom’, Tab. VI, No 1, A 15, etc.

panfia aloka, ‘lamp of wisdom’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

pafiiiabala, power of wisdom, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

padfiapajjata, ‘splendour of wisdom’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

padfdpasada, ‘palace of wisdom’, Tab. VI, No..1, A 15, etc.

parfifiaratana, ‘jewel of wisdom’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

pariiiasatha, ‘sword of wisdom’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

parifiindriya, faculty of wisdom, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

papaka, sinful, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 29, etc.

paparica, confusion, humdrum world, 2.2.6.

parakdyapravesa, ‘entering into another body’, 4 3.3.2.

parakkama, exertion, Tab. VI, No. 1, A12, etc. .

parakkamata, exertion, Tab. VI, No. 1, A12, etc.

paramasa, ‘being affected’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64.

paramatthato, ‘in the ultimate sense’, 4, n. 2.

parato, ‘as other’, ‘as strange’, 6, n. 69.

parinama, modification, transformation, 4.3.2; 5.3.1; 5, n. 19; 6, n. 17.

parindyika, ‘guide’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

parisappand, ‘indecision’, Tab. VI, No. 155, A 80.

parisuddhi, extreme purity, Tab. V.

paritta, not large, limited, Tab. V (passim); 5.3.4.

pariyapanna, ‘included in. .-.’, ‘belonging ta...’, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 62, etc.

passaddhi, ‘composedness’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 39, etc.

passambhana, calmness, calming down, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 39, etc.

passami, ‘I see’, Tab. V, No. 46.

passati, ‘he sees’, Tab. V, No. 46.

pathama, first, Tab. V (passim); 5, n. 6.

pathavi, earth, Tab. V (passim).

paticcasamup pada, ‘interdependent co-origination’, 1.3.3.

patiggaha, ‘grasping strongly at...’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64.

patigha, reflex, reaction, Tab. V, No. 107.
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patipada, course, process, Tab. V (passim); 5.4.2.

patipanna, ‘entered’, 3.1.1.1.

patipassaddhi, ‘complete composure’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 39, etc.

patipassambhana, ‘complete tranquilization’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 39, etc.

patipassambhatatta, ‘completely transquillized’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 39, etc.

patissati, ‘recalling’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 13, etc.

pativirati, ‘totally refraining’, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 60.

pativirodha, utter enmity, hostility, Tab. VI, No. 153, A 78, etc.

patoda, goad, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

patthana, setting forth, advance, Tab. V.

patti, attaining, obtaining, Tab. V, No. 142.

pavicaya, ‘research’, ‘investigation’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

pekkhamana, observing, 2.1.1.4.

phala, fruit, result, 3.1.1.1; 3.1.1.3.

phassa, touch, 5.0.3; Tab. V; Tab. VI, No. 1, A, etc.

‘pho-ba, transfer, transference, 4.3.3.2; 4, n. 46 (‘stream’).

‘pho-bo, ‘priest performing the ceremonies connected with bat-do’, 4, n. 46.

Dphrin-las, ‘activity’, 4, n. 43.

phusana, touching, Tab. VI, No. 1, A1, etc.

pita, yellow, Tab. V, No. 89.

Dpiti, joy, Tab. V (passim); Tab. VI, No. 1, A8, etc.

piya, pleasant, 2, n. 25.

prajiia, see also paiifia,; knowledge, ‘re-knowledge’, wisdom, 2.2.3; 6, n. 51.

prajiiaparamita, 2.1.0.2; 2.1.1.0; 2.4.3; 4.2.1.

prakrti, see also pakati; 2.5; ‘nature’ ‘pristine’, ‘promordial’, 4, n. 56.

pramana, means of cognition, 6.0.6.10.

pratitya-samut pada, also see paticcasamuppdda; ‘interdependent origination’, S5, n. 20;
6.0.6.11.

pratyeka-buddha, also see pacceka-buddha; 4.2.4.1.

pudgala, see also puggala, individual, person, 1.8;3.0.8; 4.3.0; 4.5;5,n.2;6,n.17; 6.6.

puggala, see also pudgala, individual, person, Foreword; 2, n. 12; 2, n. 21; 2, n. 26;
2.4.5;3.1.1.1; 4.1.2; 4.4.0; 5.1.1; 5.3.0.2; Tab. IX; 5.3.4; 5.3.7.2; 5.3.7.3; 6.1.0; 6.2.1;
6.5; 6.8; 6.10; 6.15.

puluvaka, infested with worms (corpse), Tab. V, No. 106.

purisa, see also purusa; person, Tab. IX,

purusa, ‘male entity’, 2, n. 28; person, 2.5; 3.0.8; 4.2.3.2; 4.3.0.

raga, passion, Tab. V, No. 142.

ratana panita, excellent jewel, 3.1.1.3.

rig-pa, awareness, 4.4.0.

rnam-shes, see also vijfi@na; consciousness, conscious principle, 4.3.3.0; 4.3.3.2; 4, n. 46.

ripa, form, 2, n. 8;2.1.2.3; 4, n. 2; 4.8; Tab. V (passim); 5.1.3; 5.7.4.2; 5, n. 26; 5.7.4.3;
5.n.27;6.5; 6, n. 49.

riapavacara, ‘the sphere or form’, Tab. IV; Tab. V, No. 166.

rapa-skandha, also see ripa-khandha; 2.3.1,

ripin, possessing form, Tab. V, No. 90.

sa-, with, Tab. V (passim).
sabbasatta, ‘all sentient beings’, 2.1.2.3.
sabbaso, wholly, altogether, Tab. V.
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sacca, truth, Universal Truth, 3.1.1.3; Tab. V, No. 138.

sacchikiriya, experiencing, eye-witnessing, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 59.

saddahana, ‘having faith’, ‘believing’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 11, etc.

saddha, faith, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 11, etc.

saddhabala, power of faith, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 11, etc.

saddhindriya, faculty of faith, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 11, etc.

-sahagata, accompanied by. .., Tab. V (passim).

sakkaya, individuality, 2, n. 27; 2.4.5.

sakkayaditthi, view of one’s self (as real), 3.1.1.1.

sallakkhana, discernment, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

samadhi, concentration (of thought), 3.1.2; Tab. V (passim); Tab. VI (passim); 5.3.0.1;
5.3.7.1; 5.3.7.2; 6.15.

samadhibala, power of concentration, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 10, etc.

samadhija, ‘born of samadhi’, Tab. V (passim); 5.3.7.1.

samadhindriya, faculty of concentration, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 10, etc.

samapatti, ‘acquisition’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 29, etc.

samatha, quietude, Tab. V; Tab. VI, No. 1, A 10, etc.

samatikkama, transcending, overcoming, Tab. V, No. 107.

samaya, occurrence, casse, Foreword; 4.1.2; 4, n. 10; 4.1.3; 4, n. 26; 4, n. 27; 4.2.3.4;
5,n. 2;5.3.1;5.3.7.2; 5.74.5; 6.2.1; 6.15.

sambhavesi, those seeking for becoming, 1.1.2.2.

sambhoga-kaya, Body of Enjoyment, 4.4.6.

sambojjhariga, ‘component (or constituent) of complete awakening’, Tab. VI, No. 119,
A 82, etc.

samjiia, see also saffia, apperception, cognition, 1.2.1; 1.2.6.3; 1, n. 17; 2.2.3; 3.0.2.1;
6.5.

samma, ‘genuine’, 4, n. 37; right, correct, Tab. V; Tab. VI, No. 1, A6, et passim; 5.3.0.1.

samma djiva, correct livelihood, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 62.

sammakammanta, correct action, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 61.

sammaditthi, correct view, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.; 5.7.4.3; 5.7.4.4.

sammasamadhi, correct concentration, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 10, etc.

sammasankappa, correct construing, Tab. VI, No. 1, A6, etc.

sammasati, correct recollection, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 13, etc.

sammavaca, correct speech, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 60, etc.

sammavayama, correct endeavour, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

sammoha, ‘complete delusion’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A71.

sampajana, ‘conscious’, ‘self-conscious’, Tab. V, No. 11.

sampajariia, (being) ‘conscious’ or ‘attentive’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

sampanna, acquired, originated, 2.2.6.

sampayutta, ‘associated with. . .,” ‘conjoint’, Tab. V (passim); 6.3.

samphassa, contact, Tab. VI, No. 1, A1, etc.

-samphassaja, ‘born of contact with...,” Tab. VI, No. 1, A1, etc.

samphusanad, contact, contacting, Tab. VI, No. 1, A1, etc.

samphusitatta, ‘contacted’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A1, etc.

samsara, 1.3.4.1; 2, n. 16; 4, n. 47; 4.4.7.

samsaya, hesitation, doubt, Tab. VI, No. 155, A 80. .

samskara, see also sankhara; ‘complex’, ‘compound’, ‘synergy’, etc.; 2, n. 8; 6 (passim).

samskrta, see also sankhata; ‘conditioned’, ‘composite’, ‘complex’, etc.; 1.3.4.1; 5.7.4.1;
6.2.3; 6, n. 45; 6, n. 47; 6.11.3.

samskrta dharma, conditioned dharma, 2, n. 7; 6.2.2.
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samiiha, ‘concurrence’, 4, n. 27.

samudayanirodha, ‘cessation of production’, 6.2.2.

samuppdada, co-origination, 1.5.3.

samutthaya, ‘having arisen’, 2, n. 27.

samyaksambodhi, Complete and Perfect Awakening, 3.1.0.

samyoga, conjunction, 2.5.

sandatana dharma, ‘eternal order’, 6, n. 9.

saficetand, intention, consideration, Tab. VI, No. 1, A4, etc.

sangha, the Buddhist community (or ‘order’) of ascetics, 3.1.1; 3.1.1.3; 4.6.0.

sankappa, ‘construing’, ‘(mental) construction’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 6, etc.

sarikhara, see also samskara,; composite, compound, 2, n. 7; 2, n. 18; 3, n. 6 (‘co-factor’);
synergy, Tab. V (passim).

sankharakkhandha, aggregate of volition, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 39, etc.

safifid, see also samjia,; apperception, cognition, 3.0.2.1; Tab. V; Tab. VI, No 1, A 3, etc;
5, n. 16; 5.5.

safifiakkhandha, aggregate of apperception, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 39, etc.

safifidnand, cognizing, perceiving, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 3, etc.

safifianitatta, ‘(being) cognized’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 3, etc.

safifidta, cognized, 3.0.1.

safifiin, conscious or aware of. .., Tab. V, No. 46.

santa, calm, 2.3.2.

santapada, ‘calm state’, 2.1.1.2; 2.2.1.2.

santhiti, stability, constancy, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 10, etc.

sara, essence, 2, n. 14; 4.8.

saraga, ‘infatuated’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 70.

sarajjand, ‘infatuation’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A70.

sarajjitatta, ‘(being) infatuated’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 70.

sarana, practice of memorization, 3.4.1.

saranaid, ‘remembrance’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 13, etc.

Sarira, body, 2.5; 4.8; 6, n. 45.

Sarira-dhatu, ‘bodily relics’, 4.8; 6, n. 45.

sarvam asti, ‘everything exists’ 6.0.6.9.

sata, recollectful, Tab. V.

sata, ease, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 2, etc.

sati, recollection, 2, n. 25; practice of memorization, 3.4.1.; 3.4.2; Tab. V; Tab. VI,
No. 1, A13, etc.; 5.3.0.1; 5, n. 14; 5, n. 19; 5.3.7.2; 6.0.6.4.

satibala, power of recollection, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 13, etc.

satimant, recollectful, Tab. V, No. 11.

satindriya, faculty of recollection, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 13, etc.

satori, awakening concentration (samdadhi) in Zen Buddhism, 6.15.

satta, see sattva, Foreword ; being, sentient being, 2.1.22; 2, n. 12; 3.0.3; 6.2.1.

sattva, see satta; sentient being, Foreword; 1.7; 2.1.0.4.3; 2.4.5; 2.5; 2, n. 31; 4.2.2;
4,n. 20; 4.3.0; 4.3.3.4;4.5; 4.8, 6, n. 17; 6, n. 45.

sautrantika, 3.1.1.1.

savaka, see also sravaka; hearer, 3.1.1.

sems, see also bsam-pa; thought, 4, n. 21; 4, n. 52.

sems-byung, modification (or modality) of thought, ‘mental event’, 4.4.0; 4, n. 52.

sems-nyid, essence of thought, 4.3.3.3; ‘thought as such’, 4.4.0; 6.15.

senge, lion, 4.3.3.1.

Jetughata, ‘destroying the cause’(?!), Tab. VI, Na. 119, A 60.
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skandha, see also khandha; 4, n. 18; 4.4.0; 5.7.4.1; 6.16.

socand, sorrow, 2.2.1.1.

somanassa, ‘mental gladness’, ‘joy’, Tab. V (passim).

somanassindriya, faculty of mental gladness, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 17, etc.; 5.6.2.

sotavififiana, ‘ear (or hearing-) consciousness’, Tab. III; Tab. V, No. 158.

sotavififianadhatu, ‘element of ear-consciousness’, Tab. VI, No. 158, A 2-, etc.; 5.1.2.

sprul-pa, emanation, 4.3.3.1.

sprul-pai sku, body of transformation (see also nirmana-kaya), 4.3.3.3.

sravaka, see also savaka; 4.2.4.1.

srotas, stream, 4, n. 46.

stipa, 4.4.5.

subham, ‘how beautiful’, Tab. V, No. 92.

suci, purity, pure thing, 3.1.1.3.

sugata, well-gone, 3.1.1.1; 3.1.1.1.3.

sukha, pleasure, Tab. V; pleasant, Tab. VI, No. 1, A2, etc.

sufifiata, empty, void, Tab. V, No. 124.

Sanyata, 2.1.02; emptiness,’4, n. 18; 4.2.3.1; 4.4.0.

Sanyavada, 4.2.1.

susanthita, well-established, 2.3.2.

sitra, see also sutta; 4.8.

siatranta, Buddhist text, 6, n. 64; 6.14.2.

sutta, 1.3.1; 1.3.2.; 1.3.3; 1.3.4; 1.3.4.1; 1.6; 1.7; 2.1.0.3; 2, n. 7; 2.1.0.4.1; 2.1.1.0;:
2.1.1.1; 2.3.4; 2.4.5; 2.5; 3.0.2.1; 3, n. 2; 3.0.4; 3.0.8; 3.0.11; 3.0.12; 3.1.2; 3.3.3.6;.
3,n.17;3.4.1:3.4.2;3.43;4,n.37;4.8;5,n.14;5.7.3; 6.1.3; 6.16.

suvanna, beautiful, Tab. V, No. 65.

suvatthi, well-being, 3.1.1.3

svabhava, 1.3.4.1; nature, one’s own nature, naturality, 2, n. 17; 6.0.6.11; 6.11; 6.11.2.

svabhavatah, ‘by (one’s) own nature’, 4.4.3.

svaprakasa, ‘self-illuminating’, 4.3.2; 6.15.

tad, that, 2.1.0.1.

takka, ‘ratiocination’(?), Tab. VI, No. 1, A6, etc.

tat tvam asi, ‘thou art that’; 1.2.3; 2.1.0.2; 6, n. 17.

tathagata, 3.1.0; 3.3.1.2; 3, n. 16; 3.3.3.6; 4, n. 34; 4.5; 4.7; 4.8; 6, n. 45.
tathagata-dhatu, 4.8.

tathagatagarbha, Tathagata’s embryo, 4.8; 4, n. 58.

tathata, ‘such-ness’, 6, n. 17; 6.11.2,

tatiya, third, Tab. V (passim).

teja, flame, Tab. V, No. 45.

thama, ‘stamina’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

thambhitatta, ‘unsteadiness’, ‘vacillation’ (?!), Tab. VI, No. 155, A 80.
theravada, 4, n. 37.

thita, ‘established’, 3.1.1.1.

thiti, state, ‘stasis’ (‘a stabilized state’), Tab. VI, No. 1, A 10, etc.

ti, three, Tab. VI, No. 119, A61.

titthayatana, ‘sectarian bias’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64.

uddhacca, excitement, Tab. V; Tab. VI, No. 156, A 81.
uddhumataka, ‘swollen (corpse)’, Tab. V, No. 105.
wjukata, straightness, Tab. VI, No. 1, A49, etc.
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wjuta, rectitude, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 49, etc.

.upacitatta, storing, accumulation, Tab. V, No. 157.

upddana, grasping, 2.2.6.

upalakkhana, discrimination, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.
upaparikkha, ‘analytical investigation’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.
.upapatti, attainment, Tab. V (passim).

.upasampajja, attaining, having attained, Tab. V (passim).
.upasampanna, attained, induced, produced, 5.3.3.

.upavicara, *approaching reflexion’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A7, etc.
upekkha, indifference, 5.0.2; 5.0.3; Tab. V (passim); Tab. VI, No. 5, A57; 5.6.3.
upekkhaka, indifferent, Tab. V. No. 11.

.upekkhindriya, faculty of indifference, Tab. VI, No. 5, A 58,
.uppanna, see also utpanna; arisen, 1.5.1; 5.3.3; 6, n. 60.
uppannamhoti, ‘is arisen’, 4.1.3; 5.0.2; 5.0.3; Tab. V (passim); 5.3.3.
ussaha, zeal, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

-ussolhi, ‘ardour’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

.ut pada, rise, generation, production, 4.2.3.4; 6.6.

.utpanna, see also uppanna, arisen, 1.5.1.

.uyyama, strive, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

vacana matra, ‘a manner of speaking’, 6, n. 12.

vaciduccarita, ‘deviation (or ‘misbehaviour’) or speech’, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 60.

-vaibhasika, 3.1.1.1; 4.6.0; 5.3.7.2.

vajra, ‘the Diamond Weapon’, 4.3.3.0; 4, n. 42.

vanna, colour, Tab. V (passim).

‘vasand, an aspect of karma, 4, n. 40; 6, n. 48; ‘will’(?), 6. 15.

‘vastutah, ‘materially’, ‘thing-ly’, 6.2.2.

‘vattand, ‘moving on’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 18, etc.

‘vatthu, thing, 2.4.2; 6, n. 67.

‘vayama, endeavour, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

‘vayo, wind, air, Tab. V, No. 45.

vebhabya, ‘pondering (over)’ ,Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

‘vedana, sensation, feeling, Tab. V; Tab. VI, No. 1. A2, etc.; 5, n. 7; 5.7.44.

vedanakkhandha, aggregate of sensation, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 39, etc.

‘vedanta, 2.1.0.2.

‘vedayita, sensed, experienced, Tab. VI, No. 1, A2, etc.

vega, impulse, impetus, 4, n. 24.

veld, limit, measure (of time), Tab. VI, No. 119, A 60.

vera, hatred, Tab. II.

veramani, total abstinence, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 60.

vicara, discursive thinking, 1, n. 17; reflexion, Tab. V (passim)’; Tab. VI, No. 1, A7, etc.;
6, n. 3.

‘vicaya, quest, search, investigation, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

viechiddaka, (corpse) with cracked skin, Tab. V, No. 106.

vicikiccha, doubt, perplexity, 3.1.1.1; Tab. V; Tab. VI, No. 155, A 80.

vihara, abiding, living, abode, Tab. V.

viharati, ‘he abides’, Tab. V (passim).

vijfiana, also see vififiana; 4.3.1; 4.3.3.0.

vijiianamatra, 1.3.4.1.

wijiianavada, 3.0.3; 5.3.1.
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vikkhayitaka, ‘fissured’ or ‘gnawed’ (corpse), Tab. V, No. 106.

vikkhe pa, perplexity, perturbedness, Tab. VI, No. 156, A 81.

vikkhittaka, ‘dismembered’ or ‘cut to pieces’ (corpse), Tab. V, No. 106.

vimati, ‘puzzlement (in judgement)’, Tab. VI, No. 155, A 80,

vinilaka, ‘discoloured (corpse)’, Tab. V, No. 106.

vififidna, see also vijAana, consciousness, 2, n. 7; 4, n. 11; 4.8: Tab. V; Tab. VI, No. 1,
AS, etc.; 5.1.0; 5.3.2; Tab. IX; 5.3.3; 6.0.3-4; 6.15.

vififidnakkhandha, aggregate of consciousness, Tab. VI, No. 1, A S, etc.; 6.1.4.

vipaka, ripening, 5.0.2; Tab. V, No. 157.

vipariyasaggaha, ‘grasping of inverted views’, Tab. VI, No. 145, A 64.

vipassand, ‘intuition’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 15, etc.

vipayutta, dissociated from. . ., Tab. V (passim).

vipubbaka, ‘festering (corpse)’, Tab. V, No. 106.

viraga, dispassionate, Tab. V, No. 11.

virati, refraining, Tab. VI, No. 119, A 60.

viratta, averted, 3.1.1.1

viriya, energy, 3.3.1.2; Tab. V; Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

viriyabala, power of energy, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

viriyarambha, inception of energy, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

viriyindriya, power of energy, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 12, etc.

virodha, enmity, Tab. VI, No. 153, A 78, etc.

visaya, object of cognition, 6.0.6.9; 6, n. 57.

visista, discrimination, discrepancy, 6, n. 17.

vitakka, discursive thinking, 1, n. 17; reasoning, Tab. V (passim); Tab. VI, No. 1, A6,
etc.; 6, n. 3; 6.0.6.10.

vitti, felicity’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A8, etc.

viveka, separation, detachment, Tab. V; 5.3.7.1; 5.3.7.2.

vyapada, malevolence, maliciousness, Tab. V (also see byapada)

‘vyappand, ‘focusing (of mind)’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 6, etc.

yajiia, ritual, sacrifice, 3.0.8. -

yaksa, 2, n. 13.

yapana, °going on’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 18, etc.

_yapana, ‘(keeping) going on’, Tab. VI, No. 1, A 18, etc.

yatha bhutam, ‘as it is’, 2.1.0.3

yathabhutata, ‘as it is’-ness, 6.11.1.

yid, see also mahas,; mind, mentality, 4.3.3.0.

yogacara, 1, n. 1; 1. n. 10; 1.2.6.2; 4.3.2; 4.6.0; 5, n. 15; 6.0.1.
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